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Preface

Since early in the 1970's, victimization surveys
have been carried out under the National Crime
Survey (NCS) program to provide insight into the
impact of crime
the most ambiti

American society. As one of
efforts yet undertaken for fill-

ing some of 'the gaps in crime data,,the surveys,
carried out for the Law hnforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) by tile U.S. Bureau of
the Census, .are supplying tik criminal justice-
community with new infontatign on_crime and its
victims, complementinta resources already on
hand for . purposes of planning, evaluation, and
analysis. Based on representative sampling of
households and commercial establishments, the
program had two major elements, a continu-
ous national survey and separate surveys in 26
central cities across the Nation.

Based on 'a scientific3Ily designed sample of
-housing ufnitsr'svithin6...each jurisdiction, the city
surveys had a twofollrpurpor). tit- .-ossessment of
public.attiludes about crime and relateA matters
and the development of information 9e1 title-extent
and nature of residents' experiences with selected
forms-of criminal victimization. The attitude ques-
tions were asked of the occupants of a random
half of the housing-units selected for the victimi-
zation. survey. In order 'to avoid biasing respon-
deMs' answers to the attitude questiom this part
of the survey was administered before tie victimi-
zation questions. Where& the attitude questions
were ask of persons age 16 and ove, the vic-
timization survey applied to individuals age 12

and over. ause the attitude questions were
designed. to elicit personal opinions and percep-
tions as of the date of the interview, it was net
necessary to associate .a particular time frame
with this portion of the survey, even though some
queries made r erence to a period of time

' preceding the su ey. On the other hand, the vic-
timization questio s referred/ to a fixed. time
framethe 12 mont s prec ing the month of in-
terviewand respondents ere-asked to recall
details concerning' their experiences, tis victims of
one or more of the following crimes, wheter

t-ctripletecl or attempted: rape, personal robbery,
as It, personal larceny, burglary, household lar-
ceny, and motor vehicle theft. In addition, infor-
minion about burglary and robbery of businesses
and certain other organizations was gathered by
means ot a' victimization survey of commercial

establishments, conducted separately from the
household survey. A previous-publiCation, Crimi-
nal Victimization Surveys in Minneapolis (1977),
provided comprehensive coverage of-results from
both the household and c ercial victimization
surveys.

Attitudinal information present in this report
was obtained friun interviews the OCctipants
of 4,965 housing units (8,794 residents age 16 and
over), or 95.7 percent of the units eligible for in-
terview. Results of these interviews were inflated
by means of a multistage weighting procedure to
produce estimates applicable to all residents age
16 and over and to demographic and social sub-
groups of that population. Because they derived
froin a survey -rather than a complete census,
these estimates are subject to Asampli, error.
They also are subject to response and processing
errors. The effects of sampling error or variability
can be accurately determined in a carefully de-
signed survey. In this report,$ analytical state-

. ments irolving comparisons :have met the test
that the differenceA cited are equal to or greater
than approxirnatpty ptvil stindard errors; in other
words, the chances ape at least 95 out of 100 that
the differences did not result solely from sampling
variability. Estimates based on zero-or on about
10 or fewer sample case:\ we. re 'considered u
reliable and were not tay in the analysis

fesuks.
37 data tables in Appendix I of this report
are organized in a sequence that generally corre-
sponds to the analytical discussion. Two technical
appendixes and a glossary follow the data tables:
Appendix 11 consists of a facsimile. of the survey
questionnaire (Forni NCS 6), and Appendix III
supplies information pn sample design and size,
the estimation proceilure, reliability of estimates,
and significance testing: it also contains standard

t error tables..
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4.1

Crime and attitudes
o.

During the 1960's, the President's Commission
on j..aw Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice" observed that "What America doe* about
crime depends ultimately upon how AMericans
see crime .. . . . The lines along which the Na-
;ion takes specific action again* crime will
those that the public believes to be the necessary
ones." Recognition of the importance of societal
perceptions about crime prompted the Commis-
sion to authorize several public opinion stiiiirels
on the matter.1 In addition to measuring

'pee of Concern over crime, those and subsequent
surveys-provided information on a variety of re-
lated subjects, such as the Manner in which fear-
of crime affects people's lives, circumstances
engendering fear for personal safety, members ofd
the population relatively more intimidated by or
fearful of cri and the effectiveness of criminal
justice systems. Based on a sufficiently large
sample, moreover, attitude surveys can provide a
means. for examining the influence of victimiza-
tion experiences upon personal outlooks.
Conducted periodically in the ea, attitude
sueys distinguish fluctuations n degree of
public concern; conducted under e proce-
dures in different areas, they pr
comparing- attitudes in. two or ore
With the advent of the National Crime Su

.gram, it became possible o co
attitudinal surveys addrb in

basis for 1.

es.
y"

ct-
ese

uals to

.

(N
large-sc
and other I lures, thereby enabling i
participate appraising the status of public,

in their. ommimities,
Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey,

this _report analyzes the responses of Minneapolis
residents. to qucitions covering four topical areas:
crime trends, fear of crime, residentialltiroblems

lifestyles, and local police performance.
Chain questions, relating to sehold activities,
we asked t only one person r household (the

hold r ")1 whereas .others were
administered t rs'ons age 16 and over ( "t
dividual' respondents"), including the housth
respondent.) Results. were obtained for the total
measured population and for several demographic
and social subgroups. .

!Presiclen1;s0ty
Indian of Just" e.
Washington. D.C.
1967. pr. 49-53.

mission 1.awlEnfure ni and Admirus
The C Menge of ('rime Ay it Free Society.

: U.S. overnment PrinfinA(Xfice, February
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I
conceptually, the survey incorporated ques-

tions pertaining to behavior as well as opinion.
' Concerning behavior, .for example, each respon-

dent for a household was asked where its mem-
bers shopped for food and other merchandise.,
where they lived before moving to the present
neighborhood, an4, how long they had 'Tied at
that.' address. Additional questions asked of the
household' respondent were designed to elicit
opinions about tae neighborhood in genera, about
the rationale for selecting that particular commu-
nity and leaving the forma* residence, and abOut

4/actors that influenced shopping practices. None
of the questions asked. of the household respon
dent raised the, subject of cane. Respondents
were 'free tb answer at will. In contrast, most of
the individual attitude questions, tasked of all
household members age 16 and, over, dealt specif-
ically with matters relating to crime. These per-
sons were ailed for viewpoints on subjects such
as crime trends in the local communii.y and in the
Nation, chances of being personally attacked or
robbed, neighborhood safety during the day or at
night, the impact of fear of crime on behavior,
and the effectiveness , of the local police. For
many of these questions, response categories
were predetermined and interviewers were in-
structed to probe for antwe'rs matching those on
the questionnaire. --. f

Although the attitude survey has provided a I
wealth of data, the resats are opinions. For

'r
ex-

ample,
as a gr wing threat .or neighborhood safety

ample, esidents may have . perceived
crime
as deteriorating, when, in fact, criiie had decli
and neighborhoods had become safer. Fu
thermore; individuals from the same neighbor-

ar
or experiences may havrt,

characteristics
opinions

hood'or with similar per aracteristics 5pdt

about any given issue. Nevertheless, people's /
opinions, beliefs, and perceptions about crime are
important because they may influence behkviot%
bring about changes in certain routine activnties,
affect household . srity measures, or result in

..pressures on local a thorities to improve police
. ).

services.
The relationship between victimization experi-

enCes and attitudes is a recurring theme in the
ana/Ytical section of this report. 1 ormation con-
cerning such experiences was gat red with sepa-
rate questionnaires, Forms NCS and 4, used in
administering the victimization poneni of the
survey. Victimization suley res s appeared i
Criminal Victimization Surveys in Minneapolis

1
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(1977), which also contains a detailed description sutiiiategatization victim. would have weak-

-
, of the survey- measured crime( a discussion of cued the statists of comparisons be-the imitations of the central city surveys, and tween the victims and nonviclims.

facsimiles of Forms NCS .3 and 4. For the pur- . ) -i,r epose of this report, individuals who were victims
of the following crimes, whether . i !Acted or ;,.

"attempted, during the 12 months . '.' to the
month al the interview iyere considered "victim-
ized": rape, personal robbery, assault, and per

\ weal larceny. Sinalarly, _members of households
/ I that" experienced one or more of three types of

offensesburglary, household larceny, andmotor
vehicle theftwere categorized as victims. These
crimes are defined in the glossary. Persons who
experienced crimes other than thqie measured by
the program,, or who were victimized by any of 4he
relevant- offenses outside of the I2-month refer-
ence period, were classified as "not vicitimized."
Limitations inherent in the victimization survey
that rtnay have affected the accuracy of distinguish-
ing victims from nonvictimsresulted from the
problem of victim recall (the differing abttly of
respondents to remember crimes) and fr the
-phenomenon of telescoping (the tendency of some
respondents to recount incidents occurring out-
side, usually before, the appropriate time 'frame). '
Moreover, some crimes were sustained by victims
outside of their city of 'reside , these may have
ha little or no effect in the f ion of attitudes
about local matters. ,

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precise-
ly between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed
tmortant to exploie the possibility that being a ,-

lt victim of crime, irrespective of the level of seri- ,
ousntss or the frequency of occurrence; his an '.1
ImPact , bebg,vior and attitudes. Adopting a

..1 simple , , , victimization experienced vari-,, r able i. ized and not victimizedfor purposes
of takulation and analysis also stemmed from the
.deiirabilty of attaining the highest possible de-
gree of 'statistical ability, even at the cost of
using these categories. Ideally, the victim
category shoo have distinguished

of
type or

seriousness of crimes, the recency of the events,
and/or the number of offenses sustained.2 Such,a
procedure, seemingly would have yielded More
refined nieasures otthe effects of crime upon atti-
tides. By reducing die number of sample cases on
which estimates were based, however, such a

Vowel results presented in this report contain attitudinal
furnished by the ens ofCseries victimization' (see

g( obinterY).
Wi

'a ''
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Summary
.

Although residents of. Minneapolis believed
crime was on the increase in the Nation and

. their own chances of falling prey to an attack or
: . robbery had increased, they also maintained that

their way of life had been relatively wsaffeged by
crime or the fear of crime. For example, pill 3 of
la individuals acknowledged that they had limited
or changed their daily activities as a consequence.
of crime. Wheri planning personal activities, such
as )dining out or going to the theater or cinema,.,
crime was rarely regarded as the most importaht
Consideration. Similarly, crime was, not the print
concern with regard to important household activ-

.ities, .such as moving from van old neighborhoojl,
selecting a new one, or shopping.

The fact that crime was not a particularly rele-
vant issue to most Minneapolis residents might
have been the result of a relatively strong and
pervasive sense of neighborhood security.
Whereas few respondents' were sanguine enough
to believe the crime rate had declined, most felt
that neighborhood- crime had remained unchanged
over the past few years, and it was also evident
that one's vicinity was usually regarded as less
dangerous than other places in the metropolitan
are {{. Furthermore, n asked about. their, per -
sonal safety'when ou alone in neighborhood.,
a majority of residents said felt very safe
irring 'the daytime and at least reasonably safe at
night. 1

Opinions about crime, al not precisely
the same for all measured sectors the popula-
tion, tended to be somewhat homoge -sus. As an
illustration, Most_ persons, regardless their race,
age, sex, or victimization experience believed
crime to be on the upswing in the Uni States,
felt at least reasonably, secure in the y in the
daytime, and had not altered they pe al activ-
ities as a result of fear,of crime. How ver, there
were questions on which the lation was
Sharply diiided: Concerning relative ighborhood
security, most white resicjents felt their neighbor-
hoods were less or mucYless dangerous than oth-
ers, but most blacks said their communities were
about average. By the same token, persons of
opposite sex had widely different views about
neighblishood safely at night: nearly all men but
only about half the women considered themselves
at least reasonably safe.

/or

tr

6

A 'majority of Minneapolis sidents believed
the local police were libing ,a job of law en-
fordementl. Blacks, however, sagreed, the larg-
est single 4roup stating that police performance
was about verage. Regardless of the rating, most
individuals It that the quality of law enforce-,,
ment could upgraded; many suggested increas-
ing the size o the force or deploying its personnel
more effective

3
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Crime rends t

This section of the report deals wth percep-
t tions of Minneapolis reSidents with respect to

community crime. evens and personal safete, is-
syes relatirigto crime in the Nation, and the accu-
racy with which, newspapers and televisiori were
thought to be repqrting the crime probleM.. The
findings were drawn from Data Tables I through
6, found in Appendix 1. The' relev uestions,
appearing in the facsimile of the pvey instru-
ment (Appendix/ II) are9a, 9c, Ma, 2, 15a', and
15b; eacR quistion was asked..of persons age 16
and over. .

.

U.S. crime trends
.

Most residents of Minneapolis were of the Cipin
ion that Crime in the United S'tt?s"was on the

,upswing. Seventy-three percent said crime had
increased in the past year or two. 19 iiercenub-e"-

,ct lieved it was/ unchanged, and only 4 percenrfelt
j crime was declining. The renfainder either did not

knOW br did not, respond. There was general
agreement regarding the rise in,crime across sex,
race, age, or victim experidice categories, even
Though some groups were somewhat more pessim-
istit in their assessment than were others. To il-
lustrate, blacks were. likelier than whites tO be-
lieVe there was an upward trend, but only moder7,
ately so (78 vs. 72 percent). Similarly, a slightly-`
higher proportion of females or persons age 35
andover than of males or those ufidevagt 35 con-
sideltd crime a growing national prolAem.

aft:

Neighborhood crime trends

A reoticeably different res t was obtained when
residents were -asked a t crime in their own
neighborhoods, Persons ho bellevekc me was,
6n the increase made up only 28 perch of t e
population, whereas those who.'{ -
mined unchanged accounted for f the total.
As before;,. only a small minority (5 percent)

etc thought crime was declining; 7 percent considered
themselves newcomers to the neighborhood and
did not offer an opinion", and 9 'percenl said they
did not know.

Persons who had been victimized by one of the
measured crimes were more likely, than nonvic-

. :

.
tims to perceive an increase in neighborhoodcrime (34 vs. 24 percent) and less alb to r ard)
the situation as unchanged. Age was r id
to percePtiops 4 neighborhood crime., with per-
sons ago 16-34 less inclined than thiise age 35 and
over- to believe crime was growing. In addition,
the data showed. that many' younger individuals,
particularly young adults. age 20-24/were negcat,,

vals in the community nd, as i cOnsequence,
. Id not feel qualified to ,c mmenton the direction

'of neighborhood. crime.
Relative fieighborh

the local 'vicinity

. \
safety, the how well
ed- up to other parts cif4t

the Minneapolis metropdlitan area, was also -,s%
gauged by the survey. The vast majority of resi-
dents (89 percent) believed their neighborhotids to
be at least on a par Aith oth& .yicinities, and
many (53 percent) regarded them as, lessor m
less da ous. On the other' hand,, only I in,
-consid ed °their neighborhoods more or mu hw
more gerous than others 'ip the area. lop,
sided idistribution of responlei perhaps co Id. be
anticipat because it wo Kern so bie to
expect resi ents to look falvor on heir Own
neighborh s even if th were atively un- :
safe.

6

,

'441Whitegand'blacks had decidedly different views AahOnt re lat v ightxyhtxxl safet y . Whereas over
half whites said' their neighborho;:ts v(ere'
less or uch less dangerous than othereAS per-
ceni o the blacks shared this-iyiew alAut. their
Own mmunities. Blacks, on' tire othti 'hand,
were more likely than whites to,rate their, neigh-
bdrhoods as :average, yet they were no. more apt.
to say their neighborhoods were > more or much-r/
more dangieroui. 1-lende,Ittlifferences of opinipn.
were manifested along the 'range of responses
from "average- to "much less dangerous." (For
the population i a' whole, '1 in 10 persons felt stN .4
endangered that they rated their vicinities as more\--
perilouithan'olhers in the,city.

With regard to experience with drithe, itbwas
foupd--fhat persons -who had .been Victi ed in
The past 12 months were somewhat less than
those who had not to rate their neighborhood as
less or much less dangerous (48 vs: 57 'percent):
Unlike the response differences by ;rice, however,
victims were somewhat more apt than n6nviciims
to characterize their areas as more or much more
dangerous (13 vs. 8 percent). Opinions were rela-
tively homogeneous across sex or age categories,'



-although there we certain sea stically signing-ant
iespiinae differences. .Ir.

-

Who are the Oftonders? .

risk of attack had increased, whereas the rev
- was true for those who saw their chances Merl

mining about the same or declining. Other Mea-
sured suligrOups gave roughly comparable respon.,
ses, although there were some significant interca-

. tqpry_ififferences. Thus, whites were more likely
than Weeks,- victims more apt thy nonvictims,
and fictions age 35-64 more inclined than younger
boss to we a growing threat of attack.
Interestingly enough. two groUps with higher than
avenqie victimization rites for violent crimes in,
1973, males Jed persons age 16-34. were as

likely to hellliarmed as theik
terparts.3

Turning to 'the jlentity oiloffenders inlet-114w.

ars asked residents if they thought most neighbpr,
'hood crimes were cominitted by -persons living

within oimatside thrineirdigte vicinity. Two oS
every S indiiiiduils believed outsiders' were Ati
blame. 27perkelit felt nesighboring resicints.were
,,iresponsibk. and 4 percent held both types o( per-
sons liable:Of the remainder; 26 ;percent dada not
know who the malefactors'wete,,-and 3 edrcent
said there was no neighborhood crime. -

Lacking direct evidence on the matter. respon-
dents no doubt had a natural reluctance to blame
nearby residents for -neighborhood crime. yet
some groups were less hesitant to do so than Wi-
en. Persons who were actually victimized (mqpy
of whom were attacked in the neighborhood and
saw their assailants) blamed individuals living in
the area and outsiders with roughly equal frequen-
cy. Nonvictims, on the other hand, were nearly
twice as likely to blame outsiders as people in the
community.

Age also was related to perceptions of the ori-
gin of offenders. Beyond age 24. there was a de-
crease in the proportion of individuals who be-
lieved local residents were responsible, for crime.
At the extremes. 40 percent of persons age 20-24
but only 13 percent of those 65 and over held
neighboring residents to blame. Furthermore. per-
sons age 35 and over appeared more inclined than
their younger counterparts to feel there was no
local crime or not to know who was responsible.
Wiles or blacks were slightly more apt thankfe-
males or whites. respectively. to identify the per-

ratty% as persons from the community

Chances of personal vIciingiatIon
morNotwithstanding the feeling of relative neigh-

borhood security manifested by most Minneapolis
residents, there was a popular belief that personal
safety had diminished. Asked about their likeli-
hood of sustaining a personal attack or robbery.
51 percent said it had increased. 6 percent be-
lieved it had decreased. and 41 percent felt it had
remained the same.

Relatively more women than men believed the

Crime and the media
Media portrayal of crime was the subject of

another survey question. Residents were asked to
compare their perceptions of the crime problem
with television and newspaper coverage and
decide whether crime was less serious than, about
as serious as, & more serious than reported. The
greatest number of residents (49 percent) said
media coverage reflected a level of seriousness

\,......gb-approximated their own evaluation, where-
as 35 percent felt the reporting d not adequately
portray the gravity of the situat Given the
generally modest level of concern h came ex-
hibited in previous responses, it followed that re-
latively few individuals (11 percent) charged the
media with sensationalism or overcoverage.
Population Subgroups were in general agreement
about media coverage, although males or persons
age '16-34 were more apt than females or indivi-
duals 35 and over,, respectively, to indicate that
the crime problem was less serious than audiences
were led to believe.1

'tinned Slate. NW ("nawnal Junt Ice I nfmrnal son And
Silas 1.1 Ks Ser., 'cc linvonal VoctIoncrAtoon Survey.% in Ameri-

can (hies. Wwahmeitin S 'we-maven, Print mg

(Make. June 1975.p
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.Fear of crises.

Among other things. results covered thus far
liave shown than many residents of Minneapolis
,helievld crime had increased over the years lead-
ing up to the survey, and, in addition. felt their
own, chances of being 'attacked or robbed had ris-
en, Whether or not they feared for their personal
safety is a matter treated in this section of the
report. Also examined is the impac of the fear of
crime sin activity patterns and on censiderations
regarding changes of residerice. Survey questions
Ila. Ilb. Ilc. lia. Ifta. 16h. and 16c- 111

asked of persons age 16 and .fiver and Data Ta-
bles 7 through 18 arc referenced heft.

Crime as a defrent to mobility
To examine the effect of crime on movement

within the city. individuals were asked if there
were parts of the Minneapolis metropolitan area
where they had reason to go or wanted to go but
were afraid to enter because of crime. Eighty-five
perceit of the population said they were unafraid
during the daytime. and the rest were either fear-
ful or their answers went unrecorded.4

There were only modest response differences to
this question, and for none of the groups exam-
ined was the proportion answering in the negative
(i.e., those aobo said they were unafraid) lens than
81 percent of the total The data show. however.
that males or nonvictems were slightly less fearful
than females or .ictims. respectively. for whites
and blacks, there was no significant differeace of
opinion.

When the residents were asked to consider the
evening hou'rs, fear of crime was more frequently
cited as Inhibiting ntivernent within the circa. al
though a majority ciAtendell to maintain that they
were unafraid Sixty-four percent of the popula-
Aon, compared with 85 percent for the question
about daytime. stated they were not frightened. In
general, variations among the measured groups
followed a pattern set in the preceding question.
but were more prontiumed For csample. 71 per-
cent of blacks and 64 percent of wgitcs said they

411 ..hoeakt hr n,Ae.l th.a thc 4.14`,11Kl, 1.w dal.. 10,

sled in +to, WO I. W1 " ARs/ I.WV 1 l,, . snit t Wit tete-tit-at la 1,1,w es
rim 11tr rnrir.r.411.rn .err.s whrte the- reri..n.krili rtrrticvi .
sorra/ hi enter INts n rs t,. ...slimy 111.0 40 risk
pkw.es ITN n I hitit4M. fe.iir41 ft..m si,rtsral
etAiviin 1v rawly tesriinallrt'it, 11.0 the Ion

ontittOutlans 11, 41 ..-noes .4 the thiu ruatern .4 tcp. .41vr .1.1 444 .114.10 A is Nr,n Atfc/C.0
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were unafraid of moving about at night, and the
percentage of "no fear" responses was 68 for
males and:61 for females. Furthermore, the rela-
tive number of these responses generally tended
to increase wish age. although the pattern was nei-
Trier consistent nor statistically significant with
respect to' specific age groups. At the extremes, 57
percent of persons age 16-19 and 70 percent of the%
senior citizens said they were unafraid. This os-
tensible increase in confidence with age was con-
trary to what might be expected, as older perss
are generally believed to he more fearful that
younger persons. It is possible that this,tg.flidinlit
was an artifact of question design rather boffin a
true indicator of disparateitttitudes. As explained.
respondents were asked to consider only those
parts of the metropolitan area where they would
have reason or would want to go. and it is .fikely
that the areas under consideration varied with
age. Perhaps for reasons unrelated to crime, older
persons, particularly senincliizens. may have
circumscribed She areas they considered in an-
swering the question. whereas younger persons
may have been much less restrictive.

Neighborhood safety
Survey results previously discussed showed

that most individuals viewed their own neighbor-
hoods as more secure than the Nation as a whole
or other parts of the Minneapolis metropolitan
area This feeling of safety insme's neighborhood
was also evident in the response 19 a question
concerning fear of attack. When asked, "flow
safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone
in your neighborhood during the day?". 70 per-
cent responded very safe. 26 percent reasonably
safe, and only 4 pertent either somewhat or very
unsafe. In other words, nearlj, all residents of
Minneapolis felt at least reasonably secure during
the day when out alone in their neighborhoods,

A general feeling of security existed for all
identifiable subgroups./balthougit there were signifi-
cant variations in the degree of safety perceived.
For instance, even though broad consensus exist-
ed among men and women with regard to the
overall safety of neighborhoods men were more
likely than women Itit1 ss 62 percent) to feel very
safe and less apt to feel reasonably safe (18 vs.
321. These differences between the sexes were
manifested at each age level

A similar pattern existed along racial lines. with
whites more so than blacks ing confidence



isr the of the community. 11111111, ass
did set waken

race and perceptions of
as a of large variances re-

vise of the black papule-
aizabk respo9k differ-

statistically significant. By
mass effect on opinions about
ety. Persons age 16-49 were

likely than those age 50 and over
to my tel very safe. whereas older persons
were seem apt to regard the neighborhood envi-
roman as masons* safe. Victimization experi-

M

ISM on the other Mod, did not substantially alter
inemeisioas of neighborhood safety, _despite the
fact,,thd the differences between victims and

who selected the "very" and "tea-
sels" categories were statistically signifi-

Wham asked about safety at
might, residents drespls more appre-
humans then/exhibited by responses to the day-
times question. Power individuals were willing to
dune the environment as at least reasona-
bly safe, and the proportion who expressed peat
coelideace in their safety dropped of sharply. hi
smaimairy, 26 percent felt ivy safe and 39 peroept
evasosably safe (a =Mined total 30 percentage

lower than for the daytime query); 70 per-
essnewhell mantle and 15 percent, very

differences apparent for the daytime
egOstielll were strengthened for that about night-
time: Males were roughly three times as likely as
females to feel very sole and also were more apt
to feel reasonably secure. Overall, some 86 per-
med of men .-inpared with 47 percent of women
roweled their neighborhoods as no less than rea-
sonably secure at night. By contrast, women were
*Out 4 times as Moly as men to feel at least
somewhat unsafe (53 vs. 14 percent). These dif-
foresees existed at each age level. To illustrate,
93 percent of allineles 20-24 said they were very
or ikesonsbly safe at night and 7 percent said they
were somewhat or very unsafe, contrasted with
32 lad 4$ percent, respectively, for females of the
seine ass; for persons age 65 and over the compa-
table proportions were 66 and 33 percent for
w alla and 29 and 70 percent for females.

When out no* in their neighborhoods at night,
a higher properties of blacks than of whites be-
lieved themeelves to be unsafe. Age was also re-
lated to perceptions of nighttime safety. The pro-

. potion of residents rowdies the neight;65600d as
at least inasonably ink increased between ages
20-24 and 25-34, this Sdimsd thereafter. Thus,
76 percent of those age 25-34 believed themselves
to be very or reasonably_ sale, but only 43 percent
of residentioge 65 and over speed: As before,
the relationship between Victim experiakce and
attitudes about neighborhood safety wag inconse-
quential.

Wine as cause for moving away
It is not unreasoneble to assume that a per-

ceived peril from crime miglit prompt sound indivi-
duals to consider movuts out of the neighbor-
hood. To determine the extent to which this view-
point was shared by the residents of Minneapolis,
those whrtxpressed some feeling of insecurity
in the neighborhood, either in the day 6it at night
(or both), were asked if they had considered moV-

Fifteen percent said the situation was peri-
lous enough to make them think seriously about
relocating, but 83 percent said it was not. Hen5e,
thd bulk those respondents who to a greater or
lesser - felt unstife had not considered lenv-
ing the .1.,e6,41.. The trauma of victimization
appeared to have some effect on responses; vic-

. tims were twice as likely as nonvictims (22 vs. 11
percent) to have considered a move. In addition,
blacks or persons under age 50 were more in-
clined than whites or older persons, respectively.
to contemplate leaving the area.5

Crime as a calm
for activity modification

A series of questions io the, survey associated
fear of crime with general activity modification.
Residents were asked if over the past few years,
as a consegelence of crime, they had altered their
way of life, or if they thought people in general or
their neighbors had done so. Specific activities
were not mentioned since the objective of the
question was a broad assessment of change.

With respect to other persons, residents held
iAs shown in Data Table 15. males appeared to be slightly

more likely than leaules to say they had thought about mov-
ing. The observation is sonsewhm misleading. however. be-
cause the 104111Ve question was asked only of persons who said
they fen unsafe daring daytime *Woe nighttime. Totaling le,
percent d the relevant population. individulds who were asked
the question included 14 percent d all moles. contrasted with
51 percent d all leiliales. Thus. S percent d the total popula-
tion qv bland over--including 3 percent d males and a per-
cent of lesides--said they had seriously considered moving.

I
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'Wendel problems
and lifestyles

?The initial attitude safitry questions were de-
signedtv gather information about certain specific
lfehaysIS practices ofMinneapolis
and to to explore perceptions about wide Mtge of
community prOblems, one of whiclf was crime. As
indicated in the section entitled "Crime aadvAtti-
tudes." certain questions were asked of only one
member of each household.,pown as the hOuse-
hold respondent. Information gathered from such
persons It treated in this sec 'on of the report and
found in Data Tables 19 thr5ugh 26; the pertinent
data were based on survey questions 2a through
7b. In addition, the responses to questions 8a
through 8f, relating to certain aspects of personal
lifestyle, also are examined in thiS section; the
relevant questions were ask4 of all household
members age 16 /nd over, including- the house-
hold respondent, and the results are displaye
Data Tables 27 throtigh 30. As can be seen from
the questionnaire, and unlike the procedure used
in developing the information discussed in the two
preceding sections of this report. the questions
that served as a basis for the topics covered here
did not reveal to respondents that the develpp-
ment of data on crime was' the main purpose of

,the survey. _/

, Neighborhood problems
and selecting a home

For most persons, moving away from a neigh-
borhood and into a new community is an impor-
tant event. To determine to what extent crime
was the central motivation for relocating, respon-
dents for households that had moved relatively
recently (I years or less) were asked what they
considered to he the most important reason for
selecting the present neighborhood and leaving
the old one. Results showed that crime was not a
common-response: in fact, only z percent of those
queried said it had been the major reason for
leaving the old neighborhood and a nominanopro-
portion also said a low cnme rate had been the
crucial factor behind the choice of the current
location. The most freqtAlker?h cited reasons were
characteristics and location of the old home. de-
sire for a better house. and the location of the
new dwelling.

Asked if they were dissatisfied in any way wi
their neighborhood. one-third of the house
respondents said "yes": and twd-thirds "no," vic-
timized individuals showingoa greater inclination
than those not victimized to express 'discontent
(40 vs. 30 percent)*Of those who identified prob-
lems, about onegth (of 7 Orcenf of all house-
hold respondents) pointed to crime its" the.--most
serious coneern.'and an additional- lbercent
menOoned related matters, 'suck -as t "influxrf
a bad element" or "problems wi neighbors."
Heading th..list of neigh kg5iirtiOod problems were
environmental concernlikh accounted for 29
percent of the responses given. Persons victim-
ized or members of families earning kss than
$10,000 were more likely than nonvictims or
wealthier individuals, respectively, to consider
crime the most serious neighborhood problem.

Food and merchandise
shopping practices

In an effort to determine if fear of crime affect-
ed decisions about shopping, household respon-
dents wee asked w re they did their major food
shoppin and what ir reason was for shopping
there. n answer to the first question, 74 percent
replied that neighborhoixi stores were customarily
patronized, whereas 25 percent said they went ,,,:
outside the vicinity. Blacks grocery shopped out -'?'
side the* neighborhood relatively more than
whites. Respondents mainly pointed to the ab-
sence or inadequacy of neighborhood stores, or to
high prices, as reasons for shopping in other
placeS, but rarely said crime was the major cause.

Similarly. cri ,was only in equently men-
tioned when the questioning to to shopping
for other goods. such. as clot hi and general
merchandise. Among household respo nts who
preferred stores in the neighborhood or suburbs
(54 percent). as opposed to those in the do ntown
area (41). crime considerations were incon. quen-
tial. Shopping practices were mainly influe by
conenienee. better parking facilities, ade,
transportation. or superior selection
articles

Entertainment practices

All indiiduals age lb and ocil-were given a set
of questions pciltaming to personal entertainment.
Asked to consider the regularity with which they
went out in the evening relative to a year or two

ate-
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Local police perfonn

Following the series of questions concerning
neighborhood safety and crime as a deterrent to

mobility, individuals age 16 and over
ere, asked to assess the avgall porformance,4..."-

the local police and to suggekt. ways, if any, in
which police effectiveness might be improved.
Data Tables 31 through 37,,derived from survey
questions I4a and 14b, contain the results 'on
which this discussion is based.

Are they idolAga,good,
everage,lor poor job?

In response to an initial quesgon on overall
effectiveness, some 53 percent oT the residents
felt the police were doing a good. job, 37 percent
an average job, and only 6 percent a',poor job.
lienighly 4 percent did not know how to rate tile
local au 'ties. Although the query did not

touchu specific aspects of the job, it may be
reasoned that the favorable ratingnine-tenths
reporting either good or averagecould be attrib-
uted at least in part to the preiralence of generally
positive assessments of neighborhood safety, as
discussed previously in this report.

Not all the city's residents were equally satis-
fied with the performance of die police. Persons

differing race Foie the most striking contrasts
of. cipiiiion. Only 30"percent of blacks, compared
with 55 percent of whites, judged the police as
good, whereas 43 percent of blacks and 36 per-
cent of whites said they did an average job. Thus.
blacks (were about 4 tunes more likely than whites
to have rated police performance below par.
Sharp differences of opinion generally prevailed
regar ess of age level. For example, 42 percent

es age 16-24. but only 18 percent of blacks
in the same age bracket, said the police did a
good job. On the other hand; 7 percent of whites
and 34 percent of blacks in.those age groups said
their performance was substandard.

Persons who had been victimized over the.--1-

year reference period were less likely than were
those who had not to rate the police as good (48.
vs. 57 percent) and more likely to consider them
average or poor. By the same token, younger per-
sons were more apt than older one to offer criti-
cel appraisals of the police. Two-fifths of the
youngest respondents characterized the police as
"good," but two-thirds of those age 65 and over

%-
felt the slime way. The pattern of a more positive,
assessmegt as sage increased appeared to .hold
when sex and -race were controlled, even though
the differences, were not alwaysditatistichily signif-
icant. Finally, gel
tant tor in sev
appear to be re lat

which had been an impor-
plreviwar-qUeslions, did not

o meaningful opinion differ-
ences about. the police....

.

How can the police improve?
Although favorably disposed 'toward their local

police, most Minneapolis residents nonetheless
o red strolls on .w ys to improve police
services. Of those who n opinion. about the ,
police only 16 percentfelt re was no need for
improvement; included in this group ,Was a higher .

than average proportion of senior citizens (26 per-
,

cent).
A variety of specific suggestions /4as made

concerning the most important way to u
police. performance. Two of these, the belileanciali-
more police were needed on the force (26 Percent)
and that additional police should be on duty,
certain areas of the or at certain times of
day (22 percent) accounted for roughly half the
total. Also rehtfively common were `the views that
the police could be more effective if they were
more prompt, responsive, and alert, or if police-
community relations were better. Relatively few
individuals offered the view that there was a need
for better training, a focus on more important du-

incOased traffic control, or an end to dis-
ctimination2 Of all recommendations, some two-
fifths pertained to more effective or efficient oper-
ational practikei, one-third to quantitative or qual-
itative personneltmatters, and roughly one-fifth to
community relation. Eight percent of the respon-
ses could not he assigned to any of the categories
de,signated on the questionnaire.

Just as the two races differed in their opinions
on the general effectiveness of the police, they
also emphasized different areas for improvement.

'For mint of the remainder of this discussion, the eight de.
tailed response items clovered in Question fah were combined.
info three categories..as folkiws: ('onununit) relations: II) "Be
more councous. improve attitude. community relatiw- and
121 Ckwi't discriminate Operational practices: III riincers-
trate on more imprwtant duties, serious crime. etc. : 121 "Be
more erneiel. responsive. alert 111 "Need morie traffic con- .

trill-. and 14) .'Need more poi men d particular type (root.
car) in ecA-ain areas or at certain times." And. personnel re-
'crurrttec 111 "Hire more policemen' and 121 "Improve trtn-
Ms. raise Qualifications or pay. recruitment policies.'.

10
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Affaabo

Survey data tables.
1

The 37 statistical data m this appendix
present the resuks of die Minneapolis attitudinal

*urveY wnkfiw early in 1974. They organ!
aed :tbPically , getierallj) paralleling the, report's
analyticsildiscussion. For each subject, the data
tables consist of cross-dtbulations of personal (or
household) -characteristics and the relevant re-
sponse categories. For a given population group,

. each table displays the percent distribdtion of
answers to a question.

. All statistical data generated by the survey are
reliability.

associated
a satu-
ration.

estimates that vary in their degree
. and are subject to variances,
with the fact that they were
pie survey ratbir than a corn
Constraints on interpretation and offer uses of
the data, as well as guidelines for determining
their reliability, are set forth in Appendix Ill. As
a general rule. twaaever. estimates based on zero
or on about 10 or fewer samplecases have been
considered unreliable. , Such estimates, qualified
by footnotes to the data tables, were not used for

- analptitlil purposes in this retort.
Each data table pardathetically displays the size

of the group for which a distribution of responses,
was ealculated. As frith the percentages. these
base figures are estimates. On tables showing the
answers of individual respondents (Tables 1-18
and 27-37), the figures reflect an adjustment based
on an independerit post-Census estimate of the
city's resident population. For data from house-
hold respondents (Tables 19-26), the bases were
generated solely by the survey itself.

A note beneath each data table identifies the
question that .served as source of the data. As an
expedient in preparing .tables, certain response
Categories were reworded and/or abbreviated. The
questionnaire facsimile (Appendix II) should be
consulted for the exact wording of jioth the ques-
tions and the response categories. For question-
naire items that carried the instruction "Mark all
that apply," thereby enabling a respondent to
furnish more than a single answer, the datatables
reflect only the answer designated by the respon-
dent as being the' most important one rather than
all answers ,given.

The first six data tables were in prepasips
the Trilby Trends" section of report. Tables
7-18 relate to the topic "Fear Of Crime"; Tables
19-30 CONef "Residential Problems and Life-
stiles";.and the last seven tables display informs- ,
don concerning "Local Police -Performance."
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Table 1. Dkioloo of erkno tondo In tho (Idol States

hp lotion characteristic

All persons (290033)

lox

Ils (i 2 9,700)
heals (161,000) .

les

bite

'lack 12,400)

Other 5,300)

(ersia iistribstion *spew for the popeietion 441 16 owl over)

fetal Inereseed iscreased San 11116't know ailabli

100.0

100.0

100,0

100.0

(100.0'
1C0,0

16-19 528,600 '1034

35-49 45,600

2044 100,0

25-34 58,300

100.0
100.0

50.64 55200 103.0

65 ad over (52,001) 100.0

lictisisetiol experience

lot victiaised (172 KO) 100,0

Vpitimised (117,9C0) n t 100.0

3.5

p4.1

e.

4.1

3.0

.

Jg2.5 ,3.4
78.4 5.5

61,1 11.5'

66,2 , 6.3
70.2 . 4.2
71,2 3.0

72.8
' 2.7 '

77.0 3.0

74,8

.

13.0

72,2 3.5

72.9 3.5

18.6

.

19.7

17.6

41.11

.7

19:4

24.2
21.1

19,2 i

21.0
ti

14.1 4

14.3

18.2

19.1

5,2

5.3 .

.54#

16.0

0.3

*d

. 0.2

134

'0.3

'0.0

3.1 '0.1
4.3 1%

, 4.5

10.2

10,3 4
5.2 ' '0.1

, 5.7 10.2

7.0 . 10.5
.

3,9 0.2

4.2 0.3

5311, Date based on quation 10e. Detail esy not add to total because of rounding. figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Ilitisete, Wed on esro or on about 10or fever maple cases, is statistically unreliable. .

(
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Table 2. Motion of crime fronds RT. Ragib0000d .

(Percent distributfca of responses for the population age 1)6end ate)

Population characteristic

J.
Haven't lived

Total Increaeii Decreased VII here that loot Don't bow Not ennoble

Alt Plum (190,704) . 100.0 27.8 53

8s ' to ,

Idle' (129,700) 100.0 25.2 5.8

resale (161,000) 100.0 29.9. 4.9

lose

Mite 273,100)
i

100,0
' 27.7 5,2

Rack 12,400) 1010' 3246' 9.3
Other 5,300) 100.0 23,6 12,9

Ale

16-19 28,600 s 100,0 24.1
u.24 51,000 100.0 20,3

25-34 303 100,0 25,1

31.49 45,600 100.0 32.0
.,_.i.

5044 55,200 100.0 33.8
is end over (52,03)) 1004 30.0

litdaesiettion

ot riaistdexPI(i eOO)

Pietist* (1171900)

1034 23.8

100.0 33.6
.

7.2

6.1

3,5

5.1

5.6

5.3

5.3

50.1 '1 7,4 9.2

53.0 7.6 8,2

474 7.3 10.0

50.6 7.4 9.0

41,8 6.2 9.3

44.0 12,5 19,4

51.3 9.4 7.7

4912 16.2 8,1

51,2 "10.9 8,9

50.5 4#6- 7.5

48.8 1,9 . 10.0

50.2 2,1 11.9

53.8 6.3 10.6

44.7 9.0 7.0

043

0.3

0.2

0,2

'0.8 4

'10.6

'0.3
'0.1

'0.4
10,3

'0.2
1043'

0.3
'0.2 !.

Ins Data based on question 91. Detail ley not add to total becsuid of punting. Figures inverentheses refer to population in the group.

11stimate, bead CA AM 10 or fever simple cases, is statisticall unreliable.

:a 22



Table 3.'

.piu persons (290,

Sec

0291_703)

,`Paide (161,000)

NIKO

. Rad
273,100)

Mir 5000)

no)

210

i,,.2544 58,300

.1413' 55,200

-1404

33.34 54003

65 el one ( ,003

listimiestion

lot victimised (172

Vietimised (117,90)

of neigliborhood mime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods

(Percent dirkribation of responses for the poplation a 16 ant over)

loch NOM lore About Use Duch less

Total iambus damgerous avenge dangerous dengerwas lot arida,

100',0 0.6 , , 7.1 34.0 41,E 15.3 1.6

100.0 1.4 11.7 37.6' 35.3 12.8 1.2

60.0 0.9 9.0 35.4 39.0 '
14,3 1.4

100.0 9.7 ' 32.8

6,4' 37.5100,0 0,8

100.0 0.9 8.9 34.5' , 39.7 1lt:79

12 ,2100.0 11.7 10.2 51.3 ., 27.7

.4

,

100.0 11,7 10,3 45.6 29.8 10.8 11.8

100,0 1,1 9,4 e 38,9
.

35.8 13,9 1.0
100.0 1.3 154 ,36.6 35.3 13.3 1.2 4101

100.0 0.8. 10.4 33.4 40.4 14.0 1.4
100.0 1.1 7.7 33.2 39.7 17.2 1.1

. 100.0 10.5 5,8 34.2 41.8 16.3 .1.4

130.0 0.8 5.3 38.5 39.2 13.9 2.3

38.7
39.3 /-\ 15/ 13.1

.7 1.5

1.4

NDtls Date based on ion 12. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Iletimeta, based on 10 or fever sample cases, is etatistically unreliable.

Me 4. Place of residence of pemqns committing neighbOrhood crimes
0

(Percent distrilupion of reverse for the population age 16 Wove)

Popalation characteriftic

All persons 429;400

Sex

Nals (1291700)

Poole (161,000)

lime .

Site 2731/00) r

Reek 121400)
Otbmr 5,303)

AP
2049 261600

2044 51,003

25-34 58,300

35.49 451800

50-64 55,z0
'le and over (52,001C)

Vistimisation Importance

Nat victimised (17'000)

Vietilied 417,00)

Weblied OA
based on

No neighborhood People living Equally ,

Total alas here Outsiders by both Don't know Not anitobli

1t0.0 3.3 27.2 39.6 3.9, 25.5 0.6.

100.0 3.5 29.0 39.1 4.8 22.9 0.7

100.0 3.2 25.7 39.9 3.2 27.6 0.4

100.0 3.5 274 39.8 3.8 25.4 0.6

0,0 10.8 32.4 37.6 6.3 22.5 10.3100.0 11.6 21.9 32.0 5.9 3;.4 11.2

100,0 1.1 36.3 43.3 4.0 15.2 10.1

100.0 2.2 39.8 . - 33.7 2.7 21.0 0.6

1410 2.3 33.8 33.9 4.6 24.9 10,5 i

100.0 3,1 24.4 41.1 25.2 0.7

100.0 , 4.7 19.0 ( 43.7. 0 29.0 0,6,
100.0 5.5

.
13.4 \/ 43.8 3.8 32.8 0.7

.

100.0 4.2 22.1 41.1 3,5 28.5 0.5
10Q.0 1.9 34.6 37.2 4.6 21.0 0.6 i

lueetion 9c. Detail nay not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group.

eboit 10 or Amer sags cases, is etatisticillr unreliable.



i;Itile In Se diem of belay attacked or robbed

' . (hreent distNilitial of raspier for the politico age 16 end over)

Possum iiraetariatic

011 Mao OAP),

Ma (1291704
Mils, (4D),

Total

ONO
100,0

'ILO {2730100)
Sick 12,400) 100.0\

51301) 100.0

100.0

1549 43,
Mt OM

aisS4 56

9

5140
100.0

103.0

100.0
100,0.

100.0

wet OCO) 103.0

1110inided (MOM) ' 100.0

liatOdletice .variance

(1170900) 100.0

URI up SebeTh . Going doe No opinion lot able

50.9

' 43.0

5703

40.5

e' '46.9

35.3

5.9

7.7
4.5

2,5

2.1.
. 2.8 .

0.2 $,

r 0
'0,1

.4

51.6 40,2 5.8 2.2 0.2
p 44.3 42 4 8,5 4.6

. ,
10.6

32.5 'I P 48.7 0 4 10 4 i0.01"

1

444t
v 41.9 10.5 ' 1,4 10,2

4.1 7.8 1.2 111
46.9 45.5 '6.1 1.2 103
55.3 30.3 4.4 1,8 10,2
57,2 36.3 3.6 2,6' 10,2
4146 39.,7 5.3 6.2 10,2

.494 s 441 5.3' 303 0,2
53,5 38.1 6.8 1,3 '0.2

10111 Beta Wield On iimition 15a. Detail my tal add to tatil because of 'Ilium in parentheses refer to population in the group.%Unto, bead ea len or on about 10 or MR mole "sues, is statistically bnreiiable.
,

Tabled. Seriminees o air" problem releative to whit newspepett and television report
I.

(Percent distrituticn of mitoses for the volition ege 16 over)

Ihpilation charestaristic Total Lee lithill See lore serious No opinion lot available

All Prom (290703)

Ili

M. (mind)
heala (161,010)

los
Mite 2r),100' )
auk 12,400)

Nor WOO)

AP
1649 (24,600)

20x4 (51,0001

2544 58,300

$49 45,600)5

50-6k 55,A:0

65 id over (52,000)

Natieldatice aperients

, let victimised (1721800)

%Abided (117,90/)

100.0

100.e

100.0

100.0

100.0

"100.0

100.0

100,0

100.0

100,0

100.0

100.0

100,0

100,0

,

4

11,0

14,3

8,4

11,0

.9.3

12.1

16,0

13.3

12,3

8.0

10.5

11.7

,

,

4903

47.3

50.9

49.4

47.2

41.6

51.3

48.5

52,4

49.1

47.8

47.2

50.8

47.0

3335:71

36.2

38.3

30.6

,0

3

37.

38.7

35.3

33.0

38,2

Ik.

4,2

4,2

4.3

4.1

4.4 .,

10.6

2,0

3,0

2.7

3.3

5.2

2,8

0.4

'0.5

0.2

0.3

10.7

10.0

10,1

'0,1

0.6

'0.4

'0.2

'0.5

0.4

0.3

MTh Date band on question 15b. Detail my at add to total because of rounding. Nuys in parentheses refer to population in the group.
Ilatioto, bawd sera op on chat 10 or fever owls cues, is statistically unreliable,



Table 7. Feirof going ',parts of the inetropolitan area
dining the day

", '

throat diotribitih of mayors fortis population ige 16 and.ogpr)

Popilation cbritariatic

/ All Pontine. (290,700)

, ,-,
Me 41297O) \\.
rags _:(16r)cco) f.

lace

Rack 12,V)
War 5,3 .

Mite 273,100)

AV
1649 4,600

*4, MA)/
55,200A

20-24 51,030

2544 58,300

,D
,65 and over (52.030)

fictioisatice experience
Not victimised (172,800)

Victimised (117,903)

Total Yea No Sot aaLlahli

\
1

wo.o
A

. 13.0 85.3 1,7

100.0. 10.8 87.7 1.5

100.0 14.8 83.3 1.9

,1C0.0 13.1 85.2 1.?
100.0 10.5 88.5 11.0
100.0 12.7 84.5 12,8

Ico.o 12,4 84.6
100.0 11.7 87.1

2.9
'1.2

100.0 11.3 87.4 1.3

100.0 15.2 83.6 1.2

100.0 15.0 82.8, 2.2

100.0 ir 12.6 85.6 ' 1.8
N

100.0 1.1.8 86.4 1.43'

100.0 14.8"- 83.7 i
I

1.5

113/11 Data based oh question 131. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures

in parentheses refer to population in the group. P.

tidies* based on aka 10 orfemer simple cases, is statistically unreliable.

table 8. Fear digoing Into parts of the metropolitan area at night

(Fmrcent distribution of responses far the pop/lotion ego 16 and over)

Population chersiteristic

All pains (2900)))

Sex

Salo (129000)

Female (161,000)

Race

Mite 273,100)

Black 12,400)

°that 5,300)

Age

16-19 28,630

20-24 51,000

25-34 58,300
35-49 45,600
50-6a
63 and over ( 110)1))

Victimisation experience

Not victimised (172,800)

Victimised (117,900)

Total Yes No Not available

100,0 294 64.0 6.9

100.0 27.3 68.4 4.3
100.0 004 60.5 8.9

100.0 29.5 63.7 6.8

100,0 19.5. 73.1 7.4
100,0 32.9 57.7 9.4

100.0 33.o 56.8 10.2'
100.0 31.0 60.9 8.0

100.0 31.3 64.0 4.7
100.0 31.5 63.1 5.4
100.0 28.5 65.8 5.7
100.0 21.3 70.0 8.8

100.0 / 26.3 66.6 7.1
100.0 33.3 60.2 6.5

MYTEI Osta based on question 13b. Detail may not add to .total because of rounding. Fi4ures

in parentheses refer to population in the group.

2 5



Tail 9. highbortio \od safety when out alone during the day

r , (Percent distritotio of monies fort the population age 16 end over)
INIMME11011, AIMIMIEV

halation cheractoistio Total Very safe Ream* eats Soievhat untie

26,0 3,0
Allioreoks (290,700)

is
Ns (1.417C0) 100,0 E310;',,, 2,4
hole ,(161loco) 103,0 61,9 32,1

bel
au ) iod,0 7067

Kok 12,403) ,
100,0' 58,1

OW 513C9) 100,0
. 63,9.,

If
16p39 Ito 100,0 76,1 20,9 , 3
90-24 511808 1c0,0 75,5 22,0 ", 2

4-34 56130o
1 i

100,0 78,3 19,7 , 1

35 i9 451600 100,0' 73,6 23,3 2
,044 551 100,0 65,7 29,6 ' 3,5
65 add o'er (52,000) mot 53,1 36,1 6,2

netioisatio experience
lot victimised (172,400) 100,0 68,9 ,.,. 4,0
fietilieti (117,900) 100,0 71,6 ,24,5

100,0 70,0

1,o

4,6

25,5 2,9 0,6
34,5 3,7 (30

11,9

VIImommemorrammi

Very unsafe lot available

0,7
qs3

10,2 0,4
1,2 0,3

1,2
2,7

0,3

10,6
11,3

10,4 10,2
10,1 '0,0

1,10,3 10,3

19,6 10,4
0.9 10,2 .
1,9 0,7

0,6

0,9

ags clit4 based on question Ilb, Detail ay not add to total tai4se of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in th
llitimito, hued on stro or on about 10 or frsirdagliple

caul, it statistically unreliable.

II p

r,

is

0,3

0,3

Croup.



GNI

Tile it Nolgiftikolod Ain out Toni during tho day

(Paget distriketica of temps for 141 Fcculatics op 16 Ed ova)
,=1001MOIMMIIIMMIII0M01100101110K

Arlitter drataristic ""4"-% Total Tay Ws bmonably sato Sand* moat , Tay mute ktorilible
011atimINONsmallsmismase IMMIr101011.714MIMMIMON=WIMP
III III 4/1

/WO , 100.0 1517 ; 13,3 '0.3
10,2 10,5

aNai nI7C01

1*
254 290

AO

'100.0

100.0

100,0

100.0

11.3 , 12.2

75.0

86,2

8015 .6

.8

.2

10,5

10.2

11.2

1.4

10,0

10,1

10,1

104

10.0
10,3

1p.5

104

is el over (18,56) 100.0 63.6 32,8 2,6 10,5 10,5.

16.19 15,640 100.0 68.1 27,2 4,0 '0,6 10,0

Ara MP 1C0,0 a.0 29,9 3.9 10,2 10,0

444 200, 100.0 70,4 26,3 2.4 / 10,6 10,3

35-49 4,903 100,0 61,3 2844 3,0 11,0 10,3

1010 58.6 34,9 5,1 1,3 104

100.0 47.1 41.1 8,3 2.7 1 10,7
504 31,200

al OM 0)

MK al IP
Mdto

1649 26,700

, 47,500

15-34 53,400

, 3349 1503

50.64 52,0
65 rd ova (51,101)

Auk
14.19 1,600

3)4.4 24
2344 2,900

35-49 2,940

PA 'OP
if lig ma 901)

100.0 77,3 19,9 24 10.2

1010' 76.6 21,2 2.0 10.1

I00.0 79.3 19.1 1,2 10.2

100.0 74.9 22,3 i '2,0 10,4

100,0 66,9 29,0 1 3.3 0,7

100.0 53,3 38.1 6.3 1.8

10,3

-10.0
10,2

10,1
10,2

0.6

100.0 65.5 44 ' 12,0 1100 110

100,0 57 36.1 16,9 10.0 10,0

100.0 b9,.1 27,7 11.3 11.3 , 10.0

103.0 59.5 34.8 13,4 12,3' 10,0

100,0 40.3 47.0 14.4 16.5 11.8

100.0 41,3 37.5 15,4 110,9 14,9

1 rata based on question 11b. Doted my not odd t4; totoi because of rounding. Figures in porenthues refs, to population in the rap.

'Istlista, blood on Nero or on &Mit 10 or fever leaFle cases, is etstisticslly 91111,11.

25



Table 11. Nilgliorhoodufety when oidionoduringlir day

(hrtat diVitatis of racism/ tor ik7 pialtim No 16 al one)

bpdatis ehoontorlotic lbta1 log Ws low* lift
lior

INN 111111

Nu
Igo

Z.24 214
25-34 XX

1649

354,9 19,700

PA 3311.1
65 el* (18,500)

MI6

2544 2,50)
354 non

16019

100.0 17,6 11.4

100.0 NJ 11.6

100.0 86,5 12.9

100,0 12,1 , 16,3

100.0 75,5 72,6

100,0 63.9 32.4

100.0

' 101,0

100.0

100.0

50.44 29re ItC0

65 id ow DX) 100,.00

ink

69,8

0,0
749
61,11

60,2

47,3

26,9

4.1
.4 254

4,7
'334

41,3

7649 v)) 100,0 69,0 131,0
i

25-34 1)
ko.2A o) 1e.o

100.0 85,4 4
68,9

1,6
172,1t 100.0

4 100.0

3549 1014 100.0 64,2 31.0

50 800) 100.0 611,6 1264 6

65,,o2 our (403) 200.0 '49,5 150,5

hi&
16.19 900) I00,0 62,5 126,3

20.24 itiCO 100,0 ' 50,7 43,5

25.34 1,30 100,0 51,3 43,1

35.49 1,60) 203,0 54.3 37,9

5134 1,100 203.0 1229 61,5

65 end over 500) 100t0 '34.3 '26.6

hoist a 1.7 mods Mot

41

10,3 to,2 ..,10, ' 1o,6,

4,1' '0.0 :: fi '0.0 ,
.10,2 10,1 10,2

11.2 10.0 '0.5
1.3 10,3( IQ
2.7 115 '0.5

4,1 10,2 110

3.6 10,3, loso

2.2 10,2 Ica'
2,8

4.8

10,8

1,1

, 10.3

10,1

8,3 '0.6 '

10,0 lq,0 10,0

1919,0 10,0 '0,0
10,o 10,0 110
'2,8 '0,0 '0.0
'0,0 14,3 44
'0.0 '0.0 '0,0

%IL

(5,9
17,5

10,0
'0,0 ski
10,0

12,9 12,E
104

13,8 '4.0 104

175 16,0 10,0

194 120,2 '9.0

Coto buil on (potion lib. total ooy not odd to total bums of rounding. Nun in peonthom rotor to populstice in tho
%Unto, breed on Cori of x obat 10 or beer eagle um. is otatistioolly unrollablo,

A
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Table 13. Neighborhood safety when out alone night

(Percent distribution of resplases for the popslatice age 16 mi over)

toptistice characteristic

la st iv
Ids

16.19 13,00

30.2 22,700

25-34 79,400

35-49 21,600

50-4 24400

?65
Di CM (18,900)

MU
16,19 15,600

11.14 28,300

25.34 28900

35-49 23,900

5044 31,40

65 el our (33,000)

be achy
idto

16.19 26,700

2044 47503

25-34 53,400

3549 41500

504 52,900

65 ird our (51,100)

Sick

253 2,900

224 240
16-19

0.
11

35-49 2,900

504 (1,0
65 el over (900)

.

Total Yery sate Reasonably safe &uewhat unsafe Very unsafe Not satiable

100.0 50.1 405 7.0 11.6 20.8

100,0 45.4 47,6 6,2 10.6 '0.1
100.0 52.7 4100 4,8 1.2 10.3
100,0 41.1 43.6 11,2 3.2 '0,8
100.0 32,0 49,8 , 14 9 5.0

/
'0.3

100,0 22,6 4304 1849 144 10,5

100.0 15,8 40,5 25.7 17.8 10,2
100.0 1505 36.6 28,5

.4

19,3 10,2
100.0 17,0 41,4 4,5 13,8 10,2

100,0 18.1 35.0 28,3 18,5 10,1
100.0 9.0 3144 \ 30,2 28,6 10,8

100.0 (104 22,9 1 17,8 , 424 104

100,0 32,2 40.3 1703 907
,

10,5
100.0 294 41.6 18,2 10,5 10,2
100,0 35,8 40.9 16,1 7.0 10,2

100.0 29,8 39.1 2040 10,7 104
100.0 19.4 39.9 22,5 17,8 10.5
100,0 12,4 P 30.4 . 24.8, 31,9 0,6,

100,0 21,6 38,1 11743 23,0 10,0

100,0 16,7 39,4 25.8 18.1 10,0

100.0 29,1 41.2 15.9 13,8 10,0

100,0 4.7 33.6 24,2 17,4 11,0
100.0 113,1 24,2 27.4 33,4 ,11,8

100,0 '9,1 130,2 113.8 440

Lit Diu bleed on question lU. Detail ray not add to total because of roundini, Pipes in parentheses refer to populttion in the group.
441401, Wed on ter° or on shalt 10 or fewer ample eyes, is statisticslly snreliable.
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Tabli15. Origerdo enough

to consider mad%
(Percent

-111=11111=11.11,1111111

hvolatinn cherecteratic

&fellatio of rowan for the popolstion age 16 and over)

t

suitableTotal Yes Jo t Not

C
pastas (105,400) 100.0 15.3 ONO 1.7

141.- Sat

We (18,300) 100.0 19.7 78.5 t 1.9

lade '(85,100)

lace

100.0 14.4 83.9 1.6 '

White (96,400) 100.0 14.8 83,5 1.7

Bleck (5.301 100.0. . 23.5 75.8 10.7

Other (1,700 100,0 22,2 76.1 21.7

As
1649 (8,000) 100.0 16.2 81.7 12.1

20-24 15,100 100,0 22.4 75.6 2.0

25-34 13,700 100.0 19,5 79.5 11.0

35-49 14,400 100.0 19,9 78.7 11.4

50-64 22,700 100.0 12.6 85.2 2.1

65 and over ,(29,500) 100.0 9.4 89.0 1.6

Victimisation experience

Not victimised (63_1900) 100.0 11,2 86.9 1.9

Victimised (39.4M 100.0 22.1 76.5 43

i
NOTE: Data bused on question 11c. Detail ms 7 not add to total because of rounding. Figures

in Arentheses refer to population in the group.

%Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, irstatistially unreliable.

,

Table 16. Umftation or change?in activities because of fear of crime

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over)

kulatiin characteristic

People in general People in neiEhborhood Firsonal

lotal Yes No Not available Total Yes No Not available Total Peas No lot available

111 parsons (290,700) 100.0 68,0 30.0 2.0 100.0 38.7 55.2 Mb
6.1 100,0 28.7 70.9 0.4

lex
(129,700) F 100,0 65,5 32.3 2.1 100.0 35.9 59.0 54 100.0 18.9 80.4 0.6

Paolo (161,000)

lies

100.0 69.9 28,2 19 100.0 41.0 5t.1 6.9 100.0 36.5 63.2 0.2

Wait. 43,100) 100.0 68,0 30.1 1.9 100.0 38.3 55.9 5,9 100.0 28.3 .71.3 0.4

Kok 12,400 ) 100.0 72,5 24.8 2.7 100.0 49,3 43.0 7.7 103.0 37,9 61.6 10.5

Other 5,300)
.

100.0 56.6 37.6 5.8 100.0 36.3 g0.1 13.6 100.0 27.2 T71,6 11.3

6ip

16-19 28,600 100.0 62,6 36.5 10.9 100.0 35.1 61.9 3.0 100.0 24,4 75,4 10.2

78-24 51,000 100.0 62,7 36.7 0,1 100.0 32.5 61,5 5.9 100.0 26.9 72,9 10,2

25-34 58,300 100.0 59.6 38.7 1.r 100.0 30.5 63.0 6.5 100,0 21.3 78.3 10.4.

35-49 45,630 100.0 68.9 29,2 1.8 100.0 39.0 55.6 5.4 100.0 25.1 74.4 10,5

5044 55,200 100.0 77.7 20.2 2.0 100.0 46,0 47.6 6.4 100,0 32.4 67.2 10.4

65 end over (52,000) 100.0 '74.2 21.3 4.6 100.0 47,9' 44,3 7.8 100,0 40.2 59.1 0.7

lietbdiatiOb4uperOnce
/100.0Jot vittlaisad (172,800) 100.0 68.2 29.3 2,5 37.2 56.5 I 6.4 100.0 27,2 72,3 0.4

Victimised (117,900) 100.0 '- 67.6 3 ,1.1 1.4 100.0 41.0 53.3 5.7 100,0 30.8 68.8 . 0.4

Dais based on question 16e. 16b, and 16c. Detail my not add to total because of rounding. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the rip
41a4iwate, toed on .beet 10 or fever simple eases, is slatistieally'unrellsbla.

,
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i

Pprionol Imitilion or change In activitloo

beano of form of aim

distritation of roma for the pplation op 16 ad ors)

Pops lotion characteristic Total Teo lo

Isz and No
%do

16.19

0020-24 22,7

25 291400-34
3549 21,0
93-6 2410004
65 iid ow (18,900)

resale
16-19

20-24 280300

25-34 200500

3549 230903

, 50-64 31,z0
65 as OM (33,000)

bee ad op
Rite

16-19

33-24 47,5C0

25-.34 5340
35-49 44%0
344 52,5C0

65 and ova (51,100)
Black

16-19 1,600

2044 2,400

25-34 2,900

35-49 2,900

50-64 1,000
65 and ova 900)

100,0

100.0

100.0

100,0

100.0

100.0

103.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100,0

100.0

100.0

1q00
Iwo

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

103,0

W0,0

16.1 '
16.1

13,3

18.4

23.0

28.6

31.31
35.5

29.4
31.1

39.7

46.9

23.6

26,2

20.6.

23.9
324
40,2

40.2
37.8

30.2

43.4
38.6
40.6

.4

5

poi' 2

80.

76

70.5

034
64.5

70.3
68,6

60.1

52.5

76.1

73.6

79.0

75.6

67.5

59.0

59.8
62.2

69.8

55.5
39,6

59,4

o

lot vaildalf

20.6

10.8

20.4

10.5

20.7

10.9

10.3

som

la
30.0

20.2

1 10.6

104

30.0
' \
:lb
11,8 1

10.0
-N.. .____r\
Ens Dats band on question 16c. Ostail snot add to total beam of roagling. nprp \.

in mouthful rotor to population in the imp,
slot** bsasd on Oro or on shoat 10 Cr fiVO7 owls cuss, is ststisties14 sfallistils.

31



Tali 18. Penni NOW or change In activies,,
beano of for of crime

.1 '
throat distribution of rupees for ,tbe population ose 16 sad our)

Popalatice chmeleristic Total The lo lot :mantle

las, en, Ind 144 4-7-----1
, i r ',

Site
Noll . .

1649 ,

3549 19403

3:624 241400

25.34 Z608:0

504 23405

It100.0 1347 8567

1,100.0 13,2 86,3

11004 0 7,6 81,6

10),0 I 16.2 8313

to).0 jai 8 7606

10,8

115

1015

1015

1066

65 01 OYN (21500) 1010 ela $5 7016 10.9

Fade .
1 . ,

.16-19 :4,7C0 ap,0 .. 1,8 68,2 10.0

33.24 26,103 , 600 t34.4 65.6 0.0

2544 2604 KU ' 28.1 71,7 10.1

35.49 ..r. 295e, 713 10,2

50-4 31-0 31i3 E03 '0,2
63 ti ova ( 103 )

O A6.9 524 ,
II90

41,1

'ium16Eloulmoll

Bleck

Kole ,

20-24 8C0

16-19 700i

(

109.0 44.3

90.6

10.0

10.0

.) 2544 1,600

mo 19

109.0 21 81,1 log)

f 3549 , (1/30)) mo A 33 66.6 , 10,0

5044 OS) !COX W 117,6 i 78.6 '44

iiN14 to
65 i era WO) 100.0 131,3 167.7 '0.0

16.19 900) .0,0 I/7,0 into lox
2046 10600 10060 ",

2,8
47,2 104

2544 1,300 100.0 ' 4 56.6 104

504 1,100 100.0 54, 1,6,0

46.8
114

10;0
35.49 1401 1004

65 sad ater (500) 4 c.. 100,0 ' :14767 15213 104

I'

Oats tool cel quisticei 16c, DOW la not to total Wan of Kadin(' Pipse
In pronthosos rotor to poplitica in tho gro4),

1ktlosto, band on sot* or on Aid 10 or fever 114:111 cues, is otstisticaLly



let
Ants 83,700)

Black 5303)
Other 2,800)

koal true bcio ,
leas. the 131000 (17120))

:344-11,449 (27,700)

87,5C0-$1959 (990))

$10,C00-814,599 15,6:0)

815,041999 9,20))
815,030 ed over (it800)

lot bailable (7150))

viculieminl' experience

Int !Wailed (49t500)
licUadied (39,

Table 11 Most Important re for soled rot nefghbookw

(Pacut diftzitatica 0f ,swab bY tElasehad noroderi")

ilvq3 14.8bborhom Sas prts Lek of
ItitOT 2010:26:of chiffatii- ogiice light Pict

weed:tin Other and

tot
°
f hoe not mailable

nig

123,7

1010 44

1010 6.3

100.0 8.2

100,0 13.3

1010 4.3

100.0 7.0

100,0 5.5

100.0 6,3

100.0 8.3

100,0 18,5

100,0 6,1

100.0 6.4

1010 6.2

13,6 , 1.0 1.6
0.9

13,3 1,0 1,6 6.4

19,3
I2',0 11,4 10,4

12,3

12.3

11,9

'13,3 10.v '3.4 14.6 2.4 19,7

38,8

6.e 10,8

11,1 1.1

10,9 11,0

17,2 21.3

4.0

28,0

18,2

13,3

14.0

1.3

2,1

11,3
11.9

11.7 11.1

12,1 10,0
10s0 115

0.9 Le
1.2 1,4

10,5

8.0

6.8

4.4

11.7

10.0

7.9

14,5

13,3

11,2 ,

12,1

9.e

16,4

9.0

75 11.4

13,4

hottlello148

1.4 0,

6.0

1011t Data Wed on question 2s, Detail my not odd to total team of main. noes in perentheses refer to
Ilstlaste, based m mro or m Molt 10 or few simple eases, la statistielli7mreliiblis

Table 20. Most

49,5

45,3

47,g

42,7

33,0

2%0

3915

44,5
42,7

hot reason for leaving former resid00%

(percent diettntic,
of won Di *jihad "Irc°1448)

Weald anarecteristic

10,0 4.4

10.1 " 4,2

9.9 6.9

17.7 16.5

5.9 6.5

8.6 3.5

11.3 4.2

11,2 3.0

16,0 4,4

25,7 13,4

11,3 6,4

.9.4 4.7
10.8 4,2

charcterietto Wm* Mott NPR? Mr
.

. blue 1:1011$148 of 8141terhXd ex1 not .
Total location of booty but molo bread oat 011°1

111 imerolde (88,a)

lace

23.3

White 103.0 23.9

Rack 5,304 .100.0 11,6

20)Otter , 103,0 29,0

Wag holly inns
Um tam 8310:0 (1720)) 100.0 33,0

01003-17.451 (24700) 101,0 213

vio-sor 0903)
$24:0414,m 15,10)

1010

103.0

245
319

115,0144,999 91200) 103,0 21,1

115,000 ml orer (1400) 1010 19,5

Not wilible (7,500) 100.0 21,6

fictitisetton wino
11:4 Midst (491500 100.0 25,6

Mei (39P) 100.0 20,4

4JA
14.5.

134
16,2

19.0

7,7

13.4

15.9

15.5

16.6

20.5

17.2

14.3

18,1

15,3

6.o

9.0

11,2

244
294
35.1

15,1

13.4
14.0

15,2
14.2

7.3

7.4

' 14,6

19,8

11,5

9,4
8.0

7.8

7.5

7.1

5.2
11,8

7,6

8,1

11,2

18.7

13.0

13.5

15,5

22.2
18.9

17.2

13.6
11,5,5

17.2

18.1

18.4

elk Data tool co lattice 41. Detail ag not add to total Wan of rag*. IA pewits totosolde
!Manuel Wed m wo or no tat 10 or few owls cos, is datisticg4 wow,

4

cleitrits rhocteristics bailable

the

04 2.5

io,
2,5

6

0,0

tool

13
0,4

22,4
11,2

1.9

),7

22,9

2,410.3

10
4,4

ip 10,0
0,9

4,9

0,7
to 18

j.)

5.0 7,0

4.7 6,8

9.0 10.5

15.7 13,3

4.8 8.1

6.4 6.5.

4.5 7.7
104

5.9

4.9 6,0

10,0 15,1

4.4 8.6

4.5 6,3

5.6 7,8
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Table 21. Whether or not there are undesirable

neigliorhood characteristics

(im'egg distributies of moors y toseholdrespcodesta)

' issehold choctoristic Total

All houleholds (160,700) 100.0

ha \
10060

Black 7,04 "101.0

Other ICCO) I00,0

trot hay imam

1eu,thea 131001 (251101) 100.0

13,00047,499 47,300) 1010

$7, 50049, RI (47,300) 1010

510l000g091 reco 100.0

115400424,9W 201101) 100.0

25,000 ar acre 6,000) 100.0

lot Available (18,200) 100.0

Victisizatico experience

lot wictislud (100,300)

TIOAloi 00140

100.0

100.0

Ise lo

34.0 65.7

34.1 65.6 0.3

34.6 64.7
10,5

2.7 71.2 12.0

37.4 62.4 10.1

34.7
,

65.2 10,1

37.4 62.2 1 0.4

34.8 65.0 112
30.6 69.3 10.1

$ .27.4 72,5 10.0

29.4 69.3 11.2

lot niggle

30.2 69.6 11,2

40.3 59.3 10.4

) ) IDTI4 Data bead co portico 5a Detail say not add to total because of reading. Figures

In 'urethan refer to hoseholdp in the Fop.

Ilitisate, heel co sero or an dot 19 or frier simple cues, le statistically unreliable.

Table 22. Most I neighborhood problem

(Percept distribitito of answers by household ?mordents)

Imehold cherecteristic

Invircosentel Public Iratequito Influx of Problem with Other and

Total' Tuff* perking problem crime transpration schools, shopping bed deeds mightore not available

All

lac

white

Black

Other

Anal rosily

UM tilA

13,000617.499

17,50349,999

110,M:681445i

115,C00424,999

125,C00

lot potable

Tictisisatica

lot rictiaisi

victimised

toisholds

51,

2,

810)

$3,000

(1640)

(51600)

or ICI

(5

opulence

(31,301)

(4,4C0)

(54,700)

(9,400)

101000)

6,100)

1,0)

400)

100.0

1010

1C0.0

100.0

1010

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

9.1

9.2

15.1 $

115.0

8.1

8.8

9.1

9.9

12.1

112.2

15.0

8.8

41.4

4

i.

29.2

29.3

28.7

121.5

24.2

26.5

31.1

34.2

36.1

25.8

28.5

32.2

25.5

21.2

21.7

17.7

13.8

29.4

25.4

24.5

14.1

9.5

18,0

21.5

'18:1

23:2

1.6

1.5

12.8

17,5

11.4

11.6

12.8

P1.6

11.5

10.0

'1.3

2.1

10.9

4.8

4.4

111.4

'11.3

4.4

4.8

12.8

3.8

5.7

'12.0

6.7

. 4.8

4.9

'

. 6.1

6.3

234

10.0

4.7

7.9

14.0

5.1

14.7

17.8

8.8

6.4

5.9

19.8

193

17.3

123.8

18,2

18,0

18.8

23.2

19.4

24.2

21.5

19.9

19.6

8.1

7,8

13.0

111,3

9.7

7.1

6.3

8.2

11.1

19.1

; 6.7

7.7

8.6

MIL Data hued on vestige 51. Detail sty lot.add to total because of rounding. Figures in perenthesee refer to households in the group.

tidiest., bleed on aro or on stout 10 or fever owls came, is statistically unreliable.

r
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Tab le23, Whether_or_notinelotioodshopping

done in the neighborhood

(Went distributica of urgers by household respondental

Household chaticterdstic Total Tea No Not available

All households (1601700)

Rue
Mtd to 50,500)

l ack 71301)
Other ,OCOP

kcal fully ducat

Less than $3,000 (25,100)

33,03047,499 (47,300i
37,500 49,999 5(140
$10,000414,999 rt irk
*15,000- 324,999 20.103)

$25,000 cr Ere 5,9C0)
IX suislable (18,200)

Victieintica experience
Not victijised (100,300)
notional (60,400)

,

1

100.0

100.0
100.0
100.0 ,

100.0

1C0.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

101 0
100.0

100.0
100.0

74.2

74.7 .
64.1
72.6

68.4
76.7
74,6
74.1

72.0

754
77.6

74.4
73.8

25.1

24.7
34.2
26.4

30.1
22.8

24.7
25.7

27.7
24.6
21.4

4,24.9
25.5

0.6
11

114

118
10.2
10.3
10.0
10.9

0.6
0.7

UFA Data bead co questice 6a. Detail *ay not mid to total because of roweling. Figures
in parentheses refer to households in the group..

'Winn, based ca sero or ca about 10 or fever ample cues, is statistically unreliable.

Table 24. Most *orbit reason for not doing .mslorlood shopping in the neighborhood

(Percent distribution of answers by household respondents)

Ncleshold ctorsoteristio

ill households (40,400)

. ha
Illsits ri,100)

Other 800)

black 2,500)M

Wel &idly WM.
INS than $3,003 (7,100)

tr3-81:1994 130:3))
110,003-814,999
8151C00-824,999 516C0

125,103 or 1,500
hi (34903)

VietiolutIces
Ilse yid 25 000)

(15,4005

Total MO neighborhood stores Inadequate store. KO prices Crime Not available

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.Q

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

26.7

25.9
38.8

122.8

20.3

28.0
23.5

24.9
23.1

..

44,3
40.4

28.5
23.8

32.8

32.9
34.0

122.8

. 19.4
30.9
38.0
36.7
44.5
39.9
32.4

32.0
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$7,50049,999 (15,403) 100.0 57.6 39.2 3.3
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fir Nta twei on question 71. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures
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'Ilditiaste, basal on about 10 or fewer-eagle cases, is statistically unreliable.
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4.5 4.5

7.8 6.7
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Table 33, Opinion about local police performance

(Percent dietritution of mom for the piilstion op 16 end over)

?ad Good Marge

,1011101MMINIMMINIMMEIMOMMIEIMMOMmININIFINW

16.19 12,103 103.0

4443

4102

20-24 21,403 100,0 47,1

2934 26,03 103,0 4819 40.8

''.. )549 1917C0
100,0 56.5 344

P14 4,103 100,0 62,8 2915

14 omi aver (VIP) 10010 64,5 27,)

Finale

16,19 14,700 100.0 i 40,1 49.8

30.24 26,100 130,0 42,4 45,4

25.34 26,500 100,0 50.3 40.5

35-49 21,800 100,0 59.6 34,4

50-64 29,800 100.0 667 28,1

65 i over (32,630) 1010 67.6 23,5

Rack

Nile

16-19

20-24 800)

100,0

100,0

114,1

, 121,4

134,8

95,0

25-34 1,600) 100,0 25,5 46,2

35-49 (113C0)
100,0 45,5

52,1

50-64 (800) 100,0 64,8 122,2

65 en over (400) 100,0 83.0 17,8

lege

16-19 100,0 110,2 133,5r)00)

23-24 1,00 10010 23.2 55,5

25.34 1,300 100,0 121,1 65,2

35.49 ,1,600 10010 29.7 454

9344 (1,100 100,0 38,9 33,7

65 end over 500) 100.0 154,5
126,7

Poor Don't how

7.4 3.3

8,0 3,6

5,7 4,3

3,9 5,0

4,9 2,8

2,9 5,2

6.7 3.0
f 10,5

5,8, 6,2 10,3

415 4,3 10,4

4.2 1,9 10,0

3,3 3,6 10,3

2,3 6.5 10,1

P4

116

2

1 2

s 9

2

45,7 15,4 10,0

35,4 18.3 10,0

244 16.9 10,0

119,7 12,8 10,0

18,7 1 0,0 14.3

19,2 10,0 10,0
(

49,4 16,9 ' 1 0,0

19,3 10,0 12,1

18,2 15,5 10,0

13,1 17.9 11.9

1154 111,9 10,0

10,0 118,8
t

10,0

113111 Ceti trod on question 14a. Detail lay not odd to total because of rounding, riFes in parentheses refer to population in the

Ultimata, baud on taro or on about 10 or fever maple cases, is stitistially unreliable.
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Table $4, Who% or not loot Palo porfOillti

ImProwlent

(moot dotritetioo or 14404,91 fort" Igo 16 106 0811

pooltionventorintie

ill prom

btAl

1034(2774)

Pk
Kill (14,103) 100,0
Fedi (153,100)

( 100,0

Mae'

INita
I00,0

lick 11,031
100,0

Other 4,80:1) '100,0

AP
16.19 27,600

100,0

20-24

25.34

44403

551*0

100,0

100,0

35-49 43,980
100,0

$0-64 °5313C
.

100,0

65 ini ow ( 481703)
1004

Vietitintinl Malec/
lot rictindiod (16)16:03, 10,0
liotldiid (113,02)

100,0

Yn

82,9

81,8

82,2

62,5

86,5

90.2

t9/15

854
82,2

78,6

72,6

°4'9

k Mot ot,404e

15.5 1,5

16.5 1,7

16.3 1,5

12,9 4.6
13,5 104,

8,5 1,3

10.7 1,8

12,2
1,9

16.1 1,7

19,8 1,5 '

26,1 1,3

18,1 1,4

2,0

tit 014 wake putiOn 111b. 004 odd fA total new OfirauldinlI NAN
in partnthsos rotor to popdatict

in fhp group.

`4,1D 11111414, tOng on urn -1 Well 14 futistiO0 Oltsligls.

Table 35, Most Important mason for Improving local Paco Porfft6,..
. --988811P

(Met distritutice of nip00,44
for to loPliltinn Ono 14 of oar)

111

Hoot *tat NOP
pow kilo

(MAO) (741303)

WI
(79,500)

Ilitto

(14,403)

Muck

(7,100)

total 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0

Firs4ms1 norm

33,1 32,6 33.6 1 17.1

Ion poliol 25,9 24.3 274 .9 11,4

Into Undoing 7.2 1.5 6.3 7.2 6.4

Conittiond patios'

Ind 40.4 42.0 40.6 33,8

?au ohm *Not
iltiso, no. 6.5 7,6 54 6.6 64

beta proeptoese, Kt. 11,0 6,2 13,7 10.6 17,2

lionised nettle oolf:s1 1,2 1,4 1,0 1.3 10,0

Non Olio condo

met Wm 214 21,6 21,8 22.1 10.3

Commit/ Aldine
Total 18,2 19.7 16.7 16.8 44,1

Cpstoly, 'filial'', etc. 16.3 17.6 14.8 15.4 334

Poet lisortliorto
1.9 1.9

1,9 1,4 10.2

Odra 8.3 8.9 7.7 8,4 4.4

16-19 20.24 3549othe

(20 (Ism)) (21;36i) (344:46;) (26,4)
(28

vietlinn TietSsisoi
211900) Avirve) (65A)

(681300)

100,0

19,2

19.2

110,0

51,1

19.4

14.7

4,8

, 48.9

12.5

10.5

1,0

1004 mu

21,2 26,9

14.0 174
7.2 9,6

43.6 42,0

13.9 9.1 6,4

17,0
12,4 17,9

61,3 1,9 Li

28,8 24,8 22.3

I
22.9

25,1 4.3 23,4
20.9

26,2 30.7

4,2 1,1 2.7

24,0

17.0

'7.0

154
6.6 7.e 7,7

100,0

38,2

31,5

6,7

36,2

5,4

10,3

10,4

4.0

100,0

43,9

36,4

7,3

37,8

4.2

11,1
0.9

21,s

16,0

13.7 9,6

2,3 8,2
1,4

8,7
9.6

12111 1st' tried is Imam 14b. Until my not odd to total 101,41 Or 191dit4 0 pontiffs's'
refer to p14101Ati°n in to

'Mist., told on an ce cm 44 10 o' tom ouch COM, 11 itatlitiea14
onnlioblp

(331

,0
100,0 100.0

44
21.1

6.4

424

7,7

124

1,4

21,1

21.9

19,4

2,5

9,9

49.0

43.2

36.1

3,2

104
4,8

218

6,0

6.0
10,0

8.9

37.7

29.7

7.9

38.6

5,5

9.9'
1,0

22,2

15,1

13.7

1.4

8,6

48



a

Table 36. Most ImPortant immure for hiproving
local police porfortnapco

(hrtent distribution of regpanses for the population age 16 end over)

IPPoplationicharaoteristic
(

Total )
Personnel
resources

Operatidhal
practices

Co-entmiti

relations

Sax and gin

16-19 7.200)
20-24 14,000

25 0025-34 L8,3

35-49 12,800
50-64 13,600

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0
100.0

21.3

23.2
27.8

36.1
42.6.

,

46.4
38.9
38.4

39.0
.36.

26.7
28.9

24.7

17.2

9.6

65 mad over (4330) 100,0 47.2 37.1 7.2

bate
1

16-19 8,600) 100.0 17.9 .0 51.0 23.7

20-24 14,300 100.0 19.4 48.2 25.7

25-34 16,100 1004 25.9 46.1 21.9

3 5-49 13,500 .

D-964 15,300
100.0

100.0
40.2
45.1

33.6
39.2

1 4.8
9.6

65 and over (11,800) 100.0 50.3 35.4 5.2

lace and age
White

16-19 14.600 100.0 20.3 50.7 22.6

20-24 26 100.0 21.8 43.9 26.4

25-34, 100.0 28.1 41.8 22.3

35-49 24,000 ). 100.0 39.1 36.3 14.1

5044 28, 100.0 38.0 8.5

65 and over 19,900) 100.0
.440
49.4 35.8 5.9

Black
16-19 100.0 110.8 28.3 51.7

20-24 1.500 100.0 18.9 38.4 45.9

25-34 1,800 4C).0 43.0 40.2

35-49 1,700 100.0 29.3 26.3 44.3

50-64 700) 100.0 131.0 121.1 47.9

65 and aver (300) 100.0 "16.0 160.0 112.0

Other

5.7

9.1

9.0.

77
11.7

9.

8.4

703
' 6.7

6.0

11.4
6.0

9.1

ik

6.4

7.9

19.2
16.8

13.4

10.0

10.0
112.0

MDTS: Data based on question 14b. Detail may not add to t 1 be ause of romling. Figures

in parentheses refer to population in the group.

'Estimate. based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample Ales, is statistically unreliable.
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Arsmog

Survey Instrument

Form NCS 6. the attitude survey instrument,
contains two batteries of questions. The first of
these, covering items 1 through 7, was used to
elicit data from a knowledgeable adult member of
each household (i.e., the household respondent).
Queitions 11 through 16 were asked directly of
each member are 16 and over: includ-
ing the reipondeat. Unlike the proce-
dure f in the victimization component of
the , there was no provision for proxy res-
ponses on behalf Of individuals who were absent
or incapacitated during the interviewing period.

Data on the characteristics :of these inter-
viewed, as well as details- concerning any experi-
ences as victims of the measured crinies, were
gathered with separate instruments, Forms NCS 3
and 4, which Were administered immediately 'after
NCS 6. Following is a facsiniill of the latter ques-
tionnaire; supplemental _forms were available for
use in households where more than three perions
were interyiewed. Facsimiles of Forms NCS 3
and 4 have not been included in this report, but

be found in Criminal Victimization Surveys in
ilinneapolis, 1977.
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U.S. DPARTNONT OP cemiseelds
SOCIAL AND sCntsomic STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION

ON ewe c sweia

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

CULL No. 41472o6t. ASSINKel Emirs" *map. Had

monies .. Yes, rapers to Its Corday* Swift Is confidential by law Moo 13. U.S.
Code). It may be amen only by Owen. Census employing and may be used pnly lee
Statistical purposes. .

A. Control mot.

PSU Serf Panel HH Segment

S. Name of household Mod

r
C. Reason for adnintertiets

QUO iLleviEN);
Race of head

; elute

2 I NOW,
10toi

TYPE I iu
biervlow MS Maimed Ns -
Line manlier

CID

! Tyres aC reel C

4a. Or Ad us Ism are Amy allhstiossat Stark all met apple,0 i Location.- clean to lob, family, blends, scroll, shoppilf, etc., here
IC Nowt laPirtwentl or property chersctatialks - sue, Qsal Ay,

'me space, etc.
10 sumo ballet housing, own hems
Fillanted chasm Muslim

SD No choice - evicted, building dossolishrid, cordranod, etc.

r: Cur*/ lts will et feflemonts - mecum ram, wanted
to Iwo alone, etc.

',Dead element raving in
Crime In old neighborhood. afraid

0 Olden hint nsighberod charaCtiaristics - envinaiment.
Problems with neighbont, etc.

NI 0 Other. - Sericrk

III more Pen ant NOMOI1

N. Ilhlel mum mould you up as the mot loportml?

Enter lire weber

CENSUS USE ONLY

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS
Ask onlrhousehold respondent

ham ow pf h sr aloe podia if sr Sauey, I mold Mr I. auk
yaw a Kr reastirs Ward Is miters sNcN sum la M N some
MOM b MOIL These iorboos a1 you Alt you Uhl, AM
yaw tut yam althops mod 10111111111.

, I. Hu king have yap lived al ats address?0 I Less than I year
2, ; I -7 yeas ASK Te

3 1-S yews
More Mtn S years - IMP to se

5a. Is Faro oralltaag you deal Mr aMot Rio leigairebood?
®. on me - NOP te

Yes - AufhloF Nu? NOM all thel Wry(0 ;-1Tiattic. parking
1 Environmental problems - balk noise, mNtswting. etc.

ElCtiwe or hard alma
[-D Public transportation &NOM!

IC j Inadeposte schools, NUMMI NONNI., sic.
n gad slowest moving In

7 [_[ McMinn with neighbors, characteristics Of neighbors
El Otter -Spacrry

O
all ewe man 07111111747

L slid problem mild yes up Is the most Woos?

Erser law tentier

?a. NI did you soled this partial& aeighMelmod? ASK err mason?
0 ow. All Mat Roly1

SOSISPRIP6044 CRIMCSMISIICI - type 01 neighbors, imvuonment,
streets. pluits.

2 O&M schools

3 Sale horn shoe

Only place housing could OS round, loch Si ch&ce

s Pr.cir was rim
LOCI400n CIO*/ IN KO, lately, hionds, school, shopping, etc.

7 110404 1404/6.3411 Or (PCMPIly ChalactenSIICS - Sac quality.
yo/O pace, MC.

Always Inroa on tors neighborhood

Ow; - Steely

U. Do you do your major Nod simple iv Ilies osigikohoott0 ct[ - aro
No - 1111 or? My NW rum? MOM all over apply)

O El No atoms in neighborhood, 011160 more convenient

27 MM M SO100004164 MOWS IOSSSOf I
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1E High pricas, commissary or PX cheaper
[ Cr iMR30111181 Of MAR

1[ ohm - .SpecIry

(Il mon Mon OPO

1 hid ream wield you up Is Re most Imartsall

Enter trent swan

II mon on.14 Cm.
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nt 115. rylneoll

3a, Owe did yes line IAN you moved her?0 Ches.& U.S.
). SOUP ro

2 much beep of Mel Ctil
I SOnew7eff else . U S. Spoc

1111mm.---
Slate
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Did yes IM inside Pm limits of a city, low, ,ilia 5. sic.?0 No

vs - F7/., wow Cl (try, bon. VC.

11. Ilgwo yes shop hi Dim ono Sr rod, soda as cloth* ad postal
match lice, do you USUALLY go lo whir= or reIghlorlesod shop*/

Aaron r do you day "doviaet?"0 I i Suburb& & ne.gbmld
2 ; Downtown

My is WI? All rho mason? MORS 411 trot apply)
0,19 I sem« WAR& MSS

2:1 swot tr104124,11110.

3;7 I Ncee convenient

Netter selection, MOM 111,01, ROM COOK,

S..' Answl ol Smile
6 SIRS news tenter

7 ;611711,

; Proles (befell stores, location, service. &worm
MOM -

(II more Mon one .M11071

c. hick re word you say is Ow most imported mason?

Enrol il nts.
111 INTERVIEWER - Consolers interrtse with household rsaporoderili

!spinney with Individual, Altitude °wallahs.
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Apasmas

Technical information
and reliability of the estimates

Survey results contained in this pa 'cation are
based on data gathered during early from
person; residing within the city limits of Minnea-
polis, including those living in certain types -of
group quarters, such as dormitories, rooming
houses, and religious group dwellings. Nonresi-
dents of the city. including tourists and commut-
ers, did not fall within the scope of the survey.
Similarly, crefemembers of merchant vessels,
Armed Forces personnel living in military bar-
racks, and institutionalized persons, such as
correctional facility inmates, were not under con-
sideration. With these exceptions. all persons age
16 and over living in units designated for the sam-
ple were eligible to be interviewed.

Each interviewer's first contact with a unit se-
lected for the survey was in person, and, if it
were not possible to secure interviews with all eh-,-
gible members of the household during the initial
visit, interviews by telephone were permissible
thereafter. Proxy responses were not permitted
for the attitude s ey. Survey records were pro-
cessed and w ted, yielding results
tive both of city's populatiOW.as a whole
of various 40f% within the population. Because
they are based on a sample survey rather than a
complete enumeration, the results are estimates.

Sample design and size
Estimates from the survey are based on data

obtained from a stratified sample, The basic frame
from which the attitude sample was drawnthe
city's .complete housing inventory. as determined
by the 1970 Census of Population. and Housing
was the sa as that the victimization survey.
A determinatio ade that a sample roughly
halt the size of the victimization sample would
yield enough attitudinal data on which to haise re
liable estimates. For the purpose of selecting the
victfinization sample, the city's housing units
were di.stributed among 105 strata on the basis of
various characteristics. Occupied units, which ,

comprised the majority. were grouped into 100
strata defined by a combination tff the following
characteristics: type of tenure (owned or rented):
number of household members (live categories),.
household income (five categories): and race of

head of household (white or other than white).
Housing units vacant at the time of the Census
were assigned to an additional fouretrata. *Isere
they were distributed on the basis of rietal or
property value. A single stratum incorperated
group quarters.

To account for units built after the 1970 Cen-
sus, a sample was drawn, by means of an inde-
pendent clerical;operation, of permits issued f6r
the construction: of residential housing within the
city. its enabled the proper representation in the
survey of persons occupying housing built after
1970.

In order to develop the half sample required for
the attitude survey. each unit was randomly as-
signed to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6
panels being designated for the attitude survey.
This procedure resulted in the selection of 5,940
housing units. During the survey period. 753 of these
units were found to he vacant, demolished, convert-
ed to nonresidential use, temporarily occupied by
nonresidents, or otherwise ineligible for both the
victimization and attitude surveys. At an additional
222 units visited by interviewers it mats impossible to
conduct interviews because the occupants could
not he reached after repeated cans, did not wish to
Participate in the survey, or were unavailable for
other reasons. Therefore. interviews were taken
with the occupants of 4,965 housing units, and-the
rate of participation among units q 'fled for in-
terviewing was 95.7 percent. Part ling units
were occupied by a total of 9.151 persons age 16
andover. or an average of 1.84 residents of the
relevant ages per unit. Interviews were conducted
with 8.794 of these persons, resulting in a response
rate of 96. I percent among eligible residents.

Estimation procedure
Data records generated by the attitude survey

were assigned either of two set, of final tabulation
weights, one for the records of individual respon-
dents and another for those of household respon-
dents. In each case, the final weight was the prod-
uct of two elementsa factor of roughly twice
the weight used in tabulating victimization data
estimates and a ratio estimation factor. The fol-
lowing steps determined the tabulation weight for
personal victimization data and were, therefore,
an integral part of the estimation procedure for
attitude data gathered from individual respon-
dents: (1) a basic weight. reflecting the selected
unit's probability of beingwincluded in the sa
(2) a factor to compensate for the subsampling bf

5.;
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units, a situation that arose in instances where thet
interviewer discovered many more units at the
sample address than had been listed in the de-
cennial Census; (3) a within-household noninter-
view adjustment to account for situations where
at least one but not all eligible persons in a house-
hold were interviewed; (4) a household noninter-
view adjustment to account for households quail-
1110 to participate in the survey but from which an
interview was not obtained; (5) a household ratio
estimate4actor for bringing estimates developed
from the sample of 1970 housing units into adjust
ment with the complete Census count of such un-
its; and (6) a population ratio estimate factor that
brought the sample estimate into accord with post-
Census estimates of the population age 12 and
over and adjusted the data for possible biases
resulting from undercoverage or overcoverage of
the population.

The household ratio estimation procedure (step
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of
sampling variability, thereby reducing the margin
of error in the tabulated survey results. It also
compensated for the exclusion from each stratum
of any households already included in samples for
certain other Census Bureau programs. The
household ratio estimator As not applied to inter-
view records gathered from residents of group
quarters or `of units constructed after the Census.
For houselsoal victimization data (and attitude
data from household responlihnts), the final
weight incorporated all (4 the steps described
above except the third and sixth.

The ratio estimation factor, second clement of
the final weight, was an adjustment for bringing
data from the attitude survey (which, as indicat-
ed, was based on a half sample) into accord with
data from the victimization survey (bald on the
whole sample). This adjustment, required because
the attitude sample was randomly constructed
from the victimization sample, was gised for the
age, sex, and race characteristics of respondents.

Reliability of estiestes
As previously tilted, surveyjesults contained

in this report are estimates. Despite the precau-
tions taken IC minimize sampling variability, the
estimates are subject to errors arising from the
fact tharthe sample employed was only one of a
large number of possible samples of equal size
that could have been used applying the same
sample design and selection procedures. Esti-

mates derived from different samples may va ry
somewhat; they also may differ from figures de-
veloped from the average of all possible samples,.
even if the surveys were administered with the
same schedules, instructions, and interviewers.

The standard error of a survey estimate is a
measursof the variation among estimates from all
possible samples and is, therefore, a gauge of the
precision with which the estimate froM a particu-
lar sample approximates the average result of all
possible samples. The estimate and its associated
standard error may he used to construct a confi-
dence interval, that is. an interval having a pre-
scribed probability that it would include the aver-
age result of all possible samples. The average
value of all possible Samples may or may not be
contained in any patticular computed interval.
However, the chances-are about 68 out of 100
that a survey-derived estimate would differ from
the average result of all possible samples by less
than one standard error. Similarly, the chances
are about 90 out of 100 that the difference would
baless than 1.6 times the standard error; about 95
out of 10Q that the difference would be 2.0 times
the standard error; and 99 out of 100 chances that
it would he less than 2.5 times the standard error.
The 68 percent confidence interval is defined as
the range of values given by the estimate minus
the standard error and the estimate plus the stand-
ard error: the chances arc 68 in 100 that the aver-
age value of all possible samples would fall within
that range. Similarly, the 95 percent confidence
interval is defined as the estlinate plus or Minus
two standard errors.

In addition to sampling error, the estimates pre-
sented in this report are subject toisporvampling
error, chiefly affecting the accuracy of the distinc-,
tion between victims and nonvictirria. A major
source of nonsampling error is related to the abili-
ty of respondents to recall whether or not they
were victimized during the 12 months prior to the
time ,,pf interview. Research on recall indicates
that the ability to remember a crime varies with
the time interval between victimization and inter-
view, the type of crime, and, perhaps, the socio-
demographic characteristics of the respondent.
Taken together. recall problems may result in an
understatement of the "true" number of victim-
ized persons and households, as defined for the
purpose of this report. Another source of non-
sampling error pertaining to victimization experi-
ence involves telescoping. or bringing within the



appropriate 12-month reference period v,ictimiza-
tions drat occurred before or after the close of the
period.

Ahhough the pro 1ems of recall and telescoping
probably weak
victims and nonvictims, these would not have
affected the data on personal attitudes or behav-
ior, Nevertheless, such data may have been af-
fected by nonsampling errors resulting from in-
complete or erroneous responses, systematic mis-
takes introduced by interviewers, and inproper
coding and processing of data. Many of these er-
rors also would occur in a complete census. Qual-
ity control measures, such as interviewer observa-
tion and a reinterview program, as well as edit

com
in the field and at the clerical and

ter processing stages, were utilized to keep
such errors at an acceptably low level. As Falcu-
lated for this survey, the standard errors pMTally
measure only those random nonsampling errors
arising from response and interviewer errors; they
do not, howevel, take into account any systemat-
ic biases in the data.

.1Regarding the reliability of data, it should be
noted that Wimates based on zero or on about 10
or fewer sample cases have been considered unre-
liable. Such estimates are identified in footnotes
to the data tables and were not used for purposes
of analysis in this report. For Minneapolis, a mini-
mum weighted estimate of 300 was considered
statistically reliable, as was any percentage based
on such a figure.

the differentiation between

Computation and application
of thafttandard error

For survey estimates relevant to either the indi-
vidual or household respondents, standard errors
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix
can be used for gauging sampling variability.
These errors are approximations and suggest an
order of magnitude of the standard error rather
than the precise error associated with any given
estimate. Table contains standard error approxi-
mations applicable to information from individual
respondents and Table 11 gives errors for data de-
rived from household respondents. For percen-
tages not specifically listed in the tables, linear
interpolation must be used to approximate the
standard error.

To illustrate the application of standard errors
in measuring sampling variability. Data Table I in
das reportiabor that 72.5 percent of all Minnea-

rk residents. iage 16 and over (290,700 persons)

believed crime in the United States had increased.
Two-way linear interpolation of data listed in Ta-
ble I would yield a standard error of about 0.5
percent. Consequently,chataces are 68 out of, 100
that the estimated percentage of 72.5 would be
within 0.5 percentage points of the average result
from all possible samples; i.e:, the 68 percent
confidence interval associated with the estimate
would be from 72.0 to 73.0. Furthermore, the
chances are 95 out of 100 that the estimated per-
centage would be roughly within 1.0 percentage
point of the average for all samples; i.e., the 95
percent confidence interval would about 71.5
to 73.5 percent. Standard errors mated with
data from household respondents are calculated in
the same manner, using Table II.

In comparing two sample estimates, the stand-
ard error of the difference between the two figures
is approximately equal to the square root of the
sum of the squares of the standard errors of each
eitimate considered separately. As an example,
Data Table 12 shots that 41.0 percent of males
and 13.1 percent of females felt very safe when
out alone in the neighborhood at night, a differ-
ence of 27.9 percentage points. The standard er-
ror for each estimate, determined by interpola-
tion, was about 0.9 (males) and 0.6 (females).
Using the formula described previously, the
standard error of the difference between 41.0 and
13.1 percent is expressed as 4'(019)2 + (0.6)2,
which equals approximately 1.0. Thus, the confid-
ence interval at one standard error around the
difference of 27.9 would be from 26.9 to 28.9
(27.9 plus or minus 1.0) and at two standard er-
rors from 25.9 to 29.9. The ratio of a difference to
its standard error defines a value that can he equat-
ed to a level of significance. For example, a ratio
of about 2.0 (or more) denotes that the difference
is significant at the 95 percent confidence level (or
higher); a ratio ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0
indicates that the difference is significant at a
confidence level between 90 and 95 percent; and a
ratio of less than about 1.6 defines a level of con-
fiaence helow 90 percent. In the above example,
the ratio of the difference (27.9) to the standard
error (I.0) is equab to 27.9, a figure well above the
2.0 minimum level of confidence applied in this
report. Thus,sit was concluded that the difference
between the two proportions was statistically sig-
nificant. For data gathered from household res-
pondents, the significance of differences between
two sample estimates is tested4y the same proce-
dure, using standard errors in Table 11.



Table I. Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages

(61 dual at °tics))

Jot4sted ;wet of mom br irdridit risPortiotts

'Sus of want 1.0 or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5.0 or 95.0 10JD or 90.0 25.0 or 75.0 50,0

100 6.1 9.6 13.5 18.5 2648 30,9

250 3.9 6.1 8.5 11.7 16.9 19.5

500 2.7 4.3 6.0 8.3 12.0 13,8

1.000 1.9 3.1 4.3 5.9 8.5 9.8

2,500 1.2 1,9 2.7 3.7 5.4 6.2

5,1:0 t 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.6 3.8 4.4

10,0)) 0.6 1.01 1.3 1.9 2.7 3.1

25,000 0.4 0.1 0.9 1.2 1.7 2.0

50,000 0.3 0.4 0.6 18 1.2 1.4

100,000 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

250,0:0 0.1 0.2 0.3 '0.4 0.5 .
0.6

500,000 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 : 0.4 0,4

1,000,000 0.1 . 0.1 0;1 0.2 0.3 0,3

1011: Me standard errors in this table are applicable to information in Bata Tables 1-18 ad 27-37.

Table II, Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for !piled percentajks.!

A0 (68 chances out of 100)

Bass of percent 1.0 or 99.0 2.5 or 97.5 5. or 95.0

100 5.7 9.0 12.5

250 3.6 5.7 7.9

500 2.6 4.0 5.6

1,000 1.8 2.8 4.0

2,500 1.1 1.8 '2.5

5,000 0.8 1.3 ,11.8

10,000 0.6 0.9 / 1.3

25,000 0.4 '0.6 0.8

50,000 0.3 0.4 0.6

100,000 0,2 ,0.3 0.4

250,000 0.1 0.2 0.3

artt 7te stsndird errors in this table are applicable to information in Data Tables 19-26.

I

10,0 or 90.0 5,0 or'75.00,0

,17.2 .
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Glossary

Age The appropriate age category is deter -
d by each respondent's age as of the last day

month preceding the interview.
nual family incomeIncludes the income

of the household head and all other ?elated per-
ns residing in the same household unit. Cortrs

4he 12 months preceding the interview and in-
s wages, salaries, net income from business

farm, pensions, interest, dividends, rent, and
any other form of monetary income. The income

persons unrelated to the head of household is
uded.' . .

cult An toil;?Wfuto'physicarattack, whether
aggravated or simple, upon, a person. Includes
'attempted assault with or Without a w?apon. Ex-

..

cluOes 'rape and a temptod rape, ro Well ast attacks
involving theft or attempted theft, which are class,

;sifted as rubbery.
Burglary ful o r forcibk entry of arii-

den06, usually,' but not necessarily, .attendrir by
theft Includes,attempted forcible entr

Contzpl. clty-z-Ifie* largest city .of , standard
Pe/

'm etropolitan statistical area ;SMSA).
.1411401nifnuititlf rebiiienii4ltefers to

(waYs i)f iVroving police per nd imitt
°Aides two response categoric e cour-

-14nrs, %iinPro-44. attitude,. co n y relations"
# . -and Don't discriminate.

Downtoncfshopping areaThe central .shop-
ping..district of the citt where the respondent ,

lives.- +t

Evening ntertainrnentReys to Entertain-
meoi ayailk public places, stiCti at, restau-
rants, , ling alleys, nOtclubs, bars,
We VretiM nor. , etc. Excludes tlub meetings,

an ial visits:* the honks of rela-

-4"!....
ily absent, whose usual place of residence is the
housing unit in question, or (2) Persons staying in
the housing unit who have no usual place of resi-
dence elsewhere.-

Household attitude- questionsItems 1

through 7 of Form ',ICS6. For households that
consist of more than one member, the questions
apply to The entire household.

Household larcenyTheft or attempted theft
of property or cash from a residence or its imme-
diate vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible
entry, or unlawful entry it not involved.

Household respo tA knowledgeable
adult member of the household, most frequently
the head of household or that person's spouse.
For each household, such a person answers the
"household attitude questions."

Individual attitude questionsItems 8
through 16 of Form NCS 6. The questions apply
to each person, not the entire household.

.... Individual respondentEach person age 16
and `over, including ate household respondent,
who participates in the survey. All such persons
answer the 'individual attitude questions."

','" Local policeThe police force in the city
Y.i.., where the respondent lives at the time of the in-

:4. for food shoppingRefers to shopping for
thAult of the household's groceries.

Measured crimesFor e purpose of this
repOrt, the offenses are ra personal robbery,

4 assault 43ersOnal larceny, bt rglary, household lar-
ceny, and motor vehicle theft, as determined by

.4he victimization component of the survey. In-
clodes both completed and attempted acts that

Joccurred during the 0 months prior to the month
of intervietw.
IMOtor vellicle theftStealing or unauthorized

taking of a' motor vehicle, including attempts at
such :iatc:. Motor vehicles include automobiles,
trucks, motorcycles, and any other motorized
ifehiclei legally allowed on public roads and high- N.\
w s.

ighborhood The general vicinity of the
spOndenes dwelling, The boundaries of a neigh-

hOod define an area with which the respondent
identifiFs.
. NonvictimSee "Not victimized," below.

Not victimizedFor the purpose of this report,
persons not categorized as "victimized" (see he-
low) areconsidered "not victimized."
. OffenderThe perpetrator of a crime.
Qperational practicesRefers to question 14b

Lives or..acquorn noes. 77
'General merchandise shopping-4tefers to
shopping for goods?nher than food, such as clo-
thing, furniture, houseWares, etc. et

Head of hl ugolopldFor cl ification purpos-
es', only .one intlividual per hoOsegold Fan he the
head" persons In husband -wife households, the

chushand'arbitpirily is onsidered tilk,be the head.
In other househteds. the head person'itM

r regarded by its members; generally, that.
\person is the Mier breadwinner. 4.

HouseholdC'onsists of the occupants of sepa..
rate living quarters meeting either* the following
criteria: (I) Persona, whether present :or tampt-war -

-- *1r
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(ways of improving police performance) and in-_
dudes four response categories.: "Concentrate on
more important duties, serious crime, etc."; "Be
more prompt, responsive, alit"; "Need more
traffic control"; and "Need more policemen of
particular type (foot, car) in certain areas or at
certain times."

Personal larcsnyTheft or attempted theft of
property or cash, either with contact (but without
force or threat of force) or without direct contact
between victim and offender.

Personal resourcesRefers to question Mb
(ways of improving police performance) and in-
cludes two response categories: "Hire more pol-
icemen" and "Improve training, raise qualifica-
tions or pay, recruitment policies."

SacoDeter by the interviewer upon
observation, asked only about persons
related to the of household who were not
present at the time of interview. The-racial cate-
gories distinguished are white, black, and other.
The category "other" consists mainly of Ameri-
can Indians and/or persons of Asian ancestry.

RapsCarnal knowledge through the use of
force or the threat of force, including attempts.
Statutory rape (without force) is excluded. In-
cludes both heterosexual and homosexual rape.

Sato of victimizationSee "Victimization
rate " below.

Theft or attempted theft, directly
from a person, of property or cash by force or
threat of force, with or without a weapon.

Series victimizationThree or more criminal
events similar, if not identic#I, in nature and in-
curred by a person unable to identify separately
the details of en* act, or, in some cases, to re-
count accurately *e total number of such acts.
The term is applicable to each of the crimes mea-
sured by the victimization component of the sur-
vey.

Suburban or neighborhood shopping
areasShopping censers or districts either out-
side the city limits or in *Allying areas of the city
near the respondent's residence.

VIcIhnSee "Victimized," below.
VIdlwalzationA specific criminal act as it

affects a single victim, whether a person or house-
hold. In criminal acts against persons, the number

victimizations is determined by-the number of
victims of such acts. Each criminal act against a
household is assumed to involve a single victim,
the affected household.

Victimization rateFor sri against persons,
the victimization rate, a me ure of -occiirrence
among population groups at risk, is computed on
the basis of the number of victimizations per
1,000 resident population age 12 and over. For
crifes against households, victimization rates are
calculated on the basis of the number of victimi-
zations per 1,000 households.

VIctladzsdFor the purpose of this report,
persons are regarded as "victimized" if they meet
either of two criteria: (1) They personally experi-
enced one or more of the following criminal vic-
timizations during the 12 months prior to the
month of interview: rape, personal robbery, as-
sault, or personal larceny. Or, (2) they are mem-
bers of a household that experienced one or more
Of the following criminal victimizations during the
same time frame: burglary, household larceny, or
motor vehicle theft.

far
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Dear Readir: .

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is interested in yotir comments and suggestions
about this report. We Nwe provided this form for whatever opinions you wish to express about it. Please
cut out both of these pages, step" them together on one corner, and fold so that the Law Enforcement
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Thank you for your help. l

1. For what purpose did you use this report?

1

4

2. For that purpose, the report 0 Met most of my needs Met some of my needs Met none of my needs
,,,, I 0

3. How will d report be useful to you?

Mu source Other (please specify)0 S' Teaching material

0
Referepce foe article or report Will mu be useful to ma (please imPlainl

General information

Criminal justice prograM planning

4. Which parts of the report, if any, were difficult to understand or use? How could they be oved?

.
N.

5. Can you point out specific parts of the text or e notes that artnot dear or terms that need to be defined?
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411*
& Are there ways this report could be improved that you have not mentioned?

75,

Sik7. Plows suggest other topics you would like to see addressed in future analytic reports using National Crime
Survey victimization and/or attitude data.

S. In what capacity did you use this report?

\Nessatetwt.

0 Ethseetcw

O Sattlent

O Criminal junkie sway IthOhnnt

1:3 Gotentsnent ober than criminal - . Specify

0 Other - Sole*
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.
.,.9. if you used this report as a governmental employee, indicate the level of government

Federal 0 Ott

0 Other - Specify0 Stet*

County

10. If you used this report as a criminal justice agency employee, please indicate the sector in which you work.

Law onforarmwd (police) 0 Correction

Larli services end prosecution Parole

Public or private defense awakes Criminal justice ;donning agency

Courts or court administration Other criminal justice agency - Specify type

Probation

11. If Vou used this report as a criminal justice employee, please indicate the type of position you hold.
Mark all that apply.

Agency a institution administrator 0 Program or project manager

General program planner /valuator /analyst Statistician

Other Specify
.gadget planner/ovalustodenslyst

Operations or maneawnent planner/evaluator/analyst

\12. Additional comments

\...ta
.

,

.

s
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